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Current Topics. 


King’s Counse}. 


ONE PROBABLE effect of the Demise of the Crown Act, 1901, 
to which we referred last week, is to render unnecessary any 
such reappointment of King’s Counsel as took place after the 
death of Queen Vicrorta. That Act, it is true, is retrospective 
in its operation, and took effect “as from the last demise of the 
Crown.” But it did not receive the royal assent until the 2nd of 
July. In the meantime the position of Queen’s Counsel had been 
regularized, as shewn by the following notice in the London Gazette 
of the 15th of February: “Crown Office, February 15th, 1901. 
The King has been pleased by several letters patent under the 
Great Seal to appoint and declare: ‘That the persons who were 
appointed by her late Majesty to be of her Majesty’s Counsel 
learned in the law shall be of his Majesty’s Counsel learned in 
the law, with all such precedence, power, and authority as 
were originally granted to them.” Then follow similar re- 
appointments of Lords Lieutenant and Justices of the Peace. If 
deemed advisable, no dotbt a similar reappointment will be 
made early in the present reign, but these cases seem just as 
much to fall within the scope of the Act of 1901 as paid and 
more formal offices. 


The Great Seal. 


THE ACCESSION of King GrorGE will necessitate the adoption 
of a new Great Seal ; but it is not at all probable that this will 
be considered a matter of urgency. Queen VICTORIA died in 
January, 1901, but it was not until November, 1904, that a new 
Great Seal was handed by the King to the then Lord Chancellor. 
The procedure for obtaining it appears to be, in the first place, at 
a meeting of the Privy Council, to submit to the King the design for 
the new seal and obtain his approval of it, and then to put it in 
hand. It may take a year or twoto complete. When it is com- 
pleted, it is given to the King, who at a meeting of the Privy 
Council formally hands it to the Lord Chancellor, It is a very 
sacred object. “Ifa man counterfeit the king’s great or privy 
seal,” says BLACKSTONE, “this is high treason” ; but he proceeds 
to narrate ‘the knavish artifice of a lawyer” who glued together 
two pieces of parchment, on the uppermost of which he wrote a 
patent, to which he regularly obtained the Great Seal, the label 
going through both of the skins. He then dissolved the cement, 
and, taking off the written patent, on the whole blank skin he 
wrote a fresh patent of a different import from the former, and 
“published it as true.” This was held no counterfeiting of the 
Great Seal, but only “a great misprision”; and Coke, with 
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day. He evidently thought that the knavish lawyer ought to} and the plaintiff was seeking to restrain the company from 


have lost his head. 


Stamps on Leases. 


WRITING WITH regard to our recent article on “Stamps on 

Leases as affected by the Revenue Act, 1909, s. 8”—in which, 
as amended by a subsequent note, we said that “in all cases 
where a lease contains a covenant to expend a definite sum 
in erecting new buildings or in completing partially-erected 
buildings, an ad valorem stamp in respect of that sum must be 
affixed in addition to the ad valorem stamp in respect of the 
rent ”—a correspondent writes to inform us that 
‘*as the result of a communication sent direct to the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue, the Deputy Controller of Stamps writes, under date 
May l4th, repudiating the construction placed by your contributor on 
section 8 of 9 Ed. 7, c. 43, as applying to cases where there is a 
covenant to expend a definite sum in buildings in a lease. The Deputy 
Controller says: ‘‘ This section only applies in cases where the covenant 
would attract ‘1d valorem duty ’ and adds, ‘a covenant to expend 
certain sums in building does not fall within its provisions.’ Further, on 
adjudication at Somerset House, a lease containing a covenant to expend 
a definite sum on buildings was three days ago adjudged duly stamped 
with the ad valorem duty on the reserved rent only, although the 
adjudicator’s attention was drawn to the section.” 
We may, therefore, conclude that, in spite of the case of J 
Bolton’s Lease (L. R. 5 Ex. 82), to which we referred, the Inland 
Revenue authorities have decided that section 8 of the Revenue 
Act, 1909, has not the effect we ascribed to it. The matter, as 
our correspondent remarks, is in practice of great importance, and 
general relief will be felt at the intimation which our correspon- 
dent has been good enough to elicit, 


A New Law Library. 

Ir Is STATED in the Zimes that the Government will set up, in 
the building that at present houses the Privy Council, a general 
law library which will contain “the necessary records relating to 
the whole of the Dominions, India, and the Crown Colonies.” It 
is not clear what is meant by “necessary records,” but as the 
library is to be a general law library in the actual neighbourhood 
of the Court of Final Appeal for the oversea dominions, it as 
apparently intended to make ita library where all necessary books 
can be consulted that may be wanted in connection with any 
question of jurisprudence in any part of the Empire—including, 
we may hope and expect, the African Protectorates. If this is 
the scheme proposed, its accomplishment will be a real boon to all 
who are interested in legal questions not confined to the United 
Kingdom. At present no one library in London contains 
even a complete set of all the colonial reports, and it 
is frequently necessary to go from one library to another 
to consult the books reqmred, in order to settle some 

int of law not covered by the statutes and cases of the 
United Kingdom. Then, too, Canadians, Australians and 
South Africans, &c., who come to London to conduct or take part 
in an appeal to the Judicial Committee are apt to find them- 
selves in great difficulties for want of some sufficiently stocked 
library to which they can have access as of right. There is at 
present no law library in London which a colonial barrister 
or solicitor who has not an English qualification has the right 
to enter. Certainly there are a good many well-filled shelves 
in the rather mean chamber occupied by the Judicial Committee, 
but a room in which appeals are heard is not a convenient 
library—is, in fact, hardly a library at all. The “ general” part 
of the new law library will be appreciated by the colonial 
temporarily in London, and the “colonial” part will be 
appreciated by those who are here permanently, but have to do 
with colonial law. 


The Conversion of Friendly Societies into Limited 
Companies. 

THE Court of Appeal have affirmed (Zimes, 7th inst.) the 
judgment of Eve, J., in McGlade v. Royal London Mutual Insurance 
Society (ante, p. 361), with respect to the conversion of a friendly 
society into a company with enlarged objects, but upon the 
technical ground taken by that learned judge and not upon the 
merits of the case, which, it was admitted, might have led to a 
different result. The technical ground was that the conversion 
of the society into a limited company had already taken place, 


exercising the powers conferred upon it by the memorandum 
of association. After a company has been incorporated and a 
certificate of incorporation issued, it is incompetent for a 
member of the company to attack its powers in this way, 
Under section 17 of the Companies Act, 1908, which reproduces 
section I (1) of the Companies Act, 1900, the certificate ig 
“conclusive evidence that all the requirements of the Act in 
respect of registration, and of matters precedent and _ inci. 
dental thereto, have been complied with”; and it jigs 
impossible, therefore, to question the incorporation and 
constitution of the company as such. In the previous case of 
Blythe v. Birtley (1910, 1 Ch. 228), which also went to the 
Court of Appeal, the conversion of the friendly society into a 
company had not been effected, but a special resolution under 
section 71 of the Friendly Societies Act, 1896, authorizing the 
conversion had been passed. The company was to have objects 
quite outside the scope of those of the society, and it was held 
that this was an improper use of the machinery for conversion, 
and must be restrained. The difference between the case where 
the conversion is still in the future and that where it has been 
accomplished and a certificate of incorporation obtained is clear, 
but the Court of Appeal suggested that in different proceedings 
the plaintiff might have had a remedy ; if, for instance, he had 
questioned the validity of the special resolution, and had sought 
a declaration that the friendly society was still in existence, 
Suggestions of this kind, however, are not very satisfactory, and 
if a plaintiff is in fact right on the merits, though wrong in 
form, the case seems to be one forjamendment of the form and 
decision on the merits. 


The Demise of the Crown in Australia. 

OF ALL the oversea dominions, Australia is the one most 
likely to be interested in any question that may arise as to the 
effect oversea of the demise of the Crown. ‘The matter has been 
set at rest so far as the Dominion of Canada is concerned, as 
pointed out last week (ante, p. 499), and cannot at present be 
raised in relation to the Union of South Africa. In Australia— 
the third of the great self-governing conglomerate territories—the 
question may even now be of some practical importance, for a 
federal parliament was in existence at the time of King 
Epwarp’s death, and the Constitution of 1900 makes no express 
provision on the subject of the demise of the Crown. It so 
happens that what is believed to be the only instance of the 
validity of a statute being attacked, on the ground of its having 
been passed by a Legislature in being at a demise of the Crown 
and subsequently to that demise, is furnished by a case on appeal to 
the Privy Council from one of the then Australian colonies. This 
case is Devine v. Holloway (1861, 14 Moo. P. C. 290,9 W. R. 642). 
The question at issue turned on the construction of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833, which was adopted in New South 
Wales by the local Act 8 Will. No. 3 in 1837, three weeks after the 
death of King WittiAMIV. The point was taken that this Act 
of the Colonial Legislature was invalid, and that the Legislative 
Council that passed it had been de jure dissolved by the King’s 
death. The Council was purely a nominee, not an_ elected 
body. The Privy Council held that the Act was perfectly valid, 
thereby deciding that the demise of the Crown had not had the 
effect contended for. This decision would not, of course, apply 
to elected councils or assemblies. With respect to the present 
Constitution of the Commonwealth, the oath of allegiance 
purports to be taken by members of Parliament in favour of 
the reigning sovereign ‘his heirs and successors,” whilst in most 
of the older colonial constitutions the reigning sovereign only 
was mentioned by name. It is possible that this newer form of 
oath of allegiance may be held to imply that Parliament is not 
brought to an end by a demise of the crown. But the question 
is an extremely difficult one. Among the Australian States 
referred to last week as having legislated on the subject of the 
demise of the Crown should have been included Victoria. In 
1876 an enactment was passed by the Victorian Legislature on 
the model of the English enactment of 1867, making the 
duration of the local Parliament independent of the Crown's 





demise. 
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The Licences Compensation Charge and 
Reversionary Leases. 


A CORRESPONDENT whose letter we published a fortnight ago 
(ante, p. 474) calls attention to the fact that the result in Llangattock 
vy. Watney, Combe, Reid & Co. (in House of Lords, ante, p. 456 ; in the 
Court of Appeal, ante, p. 117; 1910, 1 K. B. 236) did not depend 
on the interpolation of a nominal term of one day between the 
existing and reversionary leases, and that the lessor would have 
had to pay what is undoubtedly an undue share of the compensa- 
tion charge, even if the two leases in question had been continu- 
ous. This is in accordance with the reason given by CozENs- 
Harpy, M.R., in his judgment in the Court of Appeal, and 
though our correspondent suggests that there is a flaw in the 
reasoning, we think that his inability to detect it is due to the 
fact that it does not exist. The point in question can be 
stated very shortly. The lessee of a public-house is in possession 
under a lease which has, say, ten years to run. He acquires a 
reversionary lease for forty years to commence on the determina- 
tion of the existing lease. A compensation charge of £100 
is levied on, and paid by, him. Under the second schedule to the 
Licensing Act, 1904, he can deduct from his rent £45 of this 
charge if his “‘unexpired term” is ten years; but if the two 
terms are added together, so as to make one term of fifty years, 
he can only deduct £3. The difference is due to the fact that 
the Legislature assumed that the shorter the unexpired term 
the greater would be the benefit derived by the lessor from 
the compensation fund ; and this is right if the lessor actually 
regains possession at the end of the term. The schedule, 
however, recognizes no such qualification, but makes the 
deduction depend solely on the length of the “unexpired 
term.” The objection to adding the two periods together 
—the ten and forty years—is that the latter does not 
represent a term in the strict sense; that is, it confers on 
the lessee no estate in the land, but simply an inferesse termini ; 
and this seems to be so notwithstanding that the lessee is already 
in possession under the earlier lease. Where two concurrent 
leases become vested in the same person, the shorter is, in the 
absence of an intention to keep it alive, merged in the greater. 
When the leases are successive and continuous, there is no 
question of merger, nor are the two terms aggregated. Each has 
its separate existence with its separate incidents. Under the 
existing lease there is a term in the legal sense, and the 
unexpired residue of this term gives the proportion in which the 
compensation charge can be deducted from the rent. Under the 
future lease there is no more than an interesse termini, and before 
this can become an existing term, the earlier term, as COZENS- 
Harpy, M.R., pointed out, may have been destroyed by 
forfeiture and re-entry. That a reversionary lease to follow 
immediately on an existing lease gives only an interesse termini 
has been frequently recognized: Smith v. Day (2 M. & W. 684), 
Blatchfield vy. Cole (5 C. B. N.S. 514), Joyner v. Weeks (1891, 2 
Q. B. 31). And this is further illustrated by the rule that, on a 
surrender of a lease and simultaneous granting of a new lease, 
an estate in possession vests in the lessor out of which the new 
leasehold interest is derived: Ecclesiastical Commissioners v. Rowe 
(5 App. Cas. 736). There is, in fact, no actual term under the 
reversionary lease until the date of commencement arrives and 
possession is then taken or retained by the lessee. Hence, whether 
there is an intervening day or no, the lessor is subject to deduc- 
tion from his rent on the footing of the immediate term, and in 
the last year of that term he must pay the whole charge, 
provided it does not exceed half the rent, notwithstanding that 
the right of possession is in fact postponed to the end of the 
second lease. 


Level Crossings. 


UNDER section 68 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, railway 
companies upon taking lands are bound to arrange for necessary 
accommodation works, including means of communication be- 
tween divided portions. Where a level crossing has been 
agreed upon, the subsequent alteration in the mode of user of the 
land frequently raises questions as to the rights of the landowner, 
and the matter has been considered by SwINFEN Eapy, J., 
in Abrey v. South-Eastern Railway Co. (Times, 17th February). 


In Great Northern Railway Co. v. M Alister (1897, 1 I. R. 587) it 
was said in the Irish Court of Appeal that the owner was entitled 
“to a convenient passage over the railway sufficient to make good, 
so far as possible, any interruption which the construction of the 
railway caused by severance of his farm, including . . . any altera- 
tion or extension of that working whichcould or ought to have been 
contemplated by the parties when the accommodation works were 
made and were accepted” ; but it was held that, where the level 
crossing had been created for occasional use in connection with a 
farm, and the owner subsequently opened a quarry on the land, 
it could not be used for the carriage of stone by means of a trac- 
tion engine and waggons. He could not use the crossing for a pur- 
pose for which it was not intended, and for which it was not fit 
on account of the increased danger to the railway traffic. This 
decision was approved by the English Court of Appeal in (reat 
Western Railway v. Talbot (1902, 2 Ch. 759), where the landowner 
proposed to increase the use of the crossing by the carriage of 
traffic from other places. It was held that he could not increase 
the burden of the easement by using the crossing for purposes 
far beyond anything which had been originally contemplated. 
But this consideration does not apply where there has been a 
change in the user of the land which does not substantially 
increase the burden of the easement. In Ahrey v. South-Eastern 
Railway (supra) a level crossing near Tonbridge had been set out 
in 1866 when the adjacent lands were used for hop-growing, 
This use had been discontinued, and recently the land had been 
let for the purpose of market gardens and allotments. SWINFEN 
Eapy, J., held that the probable use of the level crossing in con- 
nection with these purposes would not be a material increase upon 
the original burden of the easement, and the plaintiff, accordingly, 
was entitled to the use of the level crossing as required by the 
existing employment of the land. 


Arbitrators or Advocates. 


THE CASE of Re Enoch and Zasetzky, Bock, & Co.'s Arbitration 
(1910, 1 K. B. 327) involved more than one point of general 
interest, but we refer to it for the purpose of expressing our 
surprise at a statement reported to have been made by I’ARWELL, 
L.J., in his judgment. The Court of Appeal gave their decision 
upon an application that the umpire in a mercantile arbitration 
should be removed, and the matters in dispute remitted to the 
arbitrators, or that leave be given to revoke the submission on 
the ground that the umpire had been guilty of misconduct. 
The court were of opinion that the umpire ought to be removed, 
and Farwett, L.J., commences his judgment by saying that 
“ where a case is referred to two arbitrators and an umpire, it is 
well understood that the arbitrators act as counsel who try and 
settle the case without going into court, but the umpire or a 
single arbitrator occupies a judicial position and exercises 
judicial powers, and is bound as far as practicable to follow legal 
rules.” This description of the position of joint arbitrators is 
not supported by the authorities on arbitration and awards. In 
Russell on Awards, in a paragraph referring to the disadvantages 
of reference to several arbitrators, it is stated that “ the arbitrators 
selected by each side ought not to consider themselves the agents 
or advocates of the party who appoints them. When once 
nominated, they ought to perform the duty of deciding impartially 
between the parties, and they will be looked upon as acting 
corruptly if they act as agents of, or take instructions from, either 
side.” Itis true that this statement of the law—which is fully 
supported by the authorities cited in the note—is not always 
borne in mind by the parties to a reference, and the learned 
editors of the work add that it is in general much better to refer 
the matters to a single arbitrator at once, for the arbitrators 
named by the parties often seem to think, notwithstanding the 
objectionable nature of such a course, that they are to represent 
their respective nominors, and act rather as advocates than 
judges, while the third arbitrator frequently supposes that he 
is an umpire and that his active interference is not to commence 
until the others have differed finally. But it is all the more 
important that this laxity of procedure should receive no sanction 
from the bench. ‘The office of the arbitrator is essentially of a 
judicial character, and requires impartiality as one of its inherent 





attributes. A good illustration of the mischief which may arise 
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from the popular impression that one of two arbitrators is the 
tool or agent of the party who nominates him is to be found in 
arbitrations under the Lands Clauses Act, in which each party 
is to appoint an arbitrator, and on failure of one party to appoint 
an arbitrator, the other may appoint his arbitrator to act on 
behalf of both parties. An arbitrator who had started with a 
strong bias in favour of the party who appointed him could 
hardly be expected to change his opinions when by accident he 
became entrusted with the duty of deciding upon the dispute 
between the parties. 


Russia and Finland. 


FOLLOWING up the opinion of the ten ‘international juris- 
consults ” to which we referred in our issue of March 26th (ante, 
p. 371), attempts continue to be made by various bodies of 
people in the United Kingdom to induce the Russian authorities 
to abandon their project of “unifying” Finland. Memorials 
have been addressed to the President and members of the Im 
perial Russian Duma by 120 British members of the House of 
Gommons and forty-three Irish Nationalist members on this 
subject, regretting the proposals formulated in Russia for suppress- 
ing Constitutional government in the Grand Duchy. We have 
much sympathy with the object of these representations, but 
great doubt as to the wisdom of making them direct to the 
Russian authorities. The Cardiff Shipowners’ Association has 
chosen a better way of presenting a practical and economic 
aspect of the question. They have written to Sir E>DwArD Grey 
(see Times, May 17th), calling attention to the result of the 
autonomy of Finland being abrogated : ‘‘ One of the first and most 
direct results of the measure contemplated by the Russian 
government is to take over the pilotage service, placing it under 
the control of the Russian Admiralty.” This would mean the 
destruction of the present service of pilotage along the Finnish 
coast, and acessation of foreign trade in consequence of the 
increased rates of insurance. 


The Meaning of “ Legislature.”’ 

ARTICLE 2 of the Revised Statutes (1888) of the Province of 
Quebec runs: “The form to be used, as indicating the authority 
under which any statute is passed, is the following: ‘Her 
Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislature « 
of Quebec, enacts.’” This seems to be an incorrect use of the 
word “ Legislature,” sinee the Legislature surely includes the 
King or Queen, either in person or by deputy. In 1901 this 
mistake was corrected by passing an Act changing the form 
above set out to: ‘His Majesty, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Legislative Council and of the Legislative Assembly 
of Quebec, enacts as follows.” This form of words bas the addi- 
tional advantage of making it clear on the face of every statute 
of Quebec that there are still in the province of Quebec two 
chambers, and not, as is the case with the majority of the 
Canadian provinces, one only. 


’ 


The Law Society. 


AT A special meeting of the Council of the Law Society, 
held on the, 11th inst., it was resolved that a vote of con- 
dolence on the death of his Majesty King EDWARD THE 
SEVENTH, and of loyalty to the new King, be forwarded to the 
Home Secretary. Addresses to the same effect have been pre- 
sented by the Bars of England and Ireland and the Incorporated 
Law Society of Ireland. 


In several countries in 1908, says a writer in the Globe, the laws 
relating to juries were altered. A good many folk in England will be 
surprised to learn that the presiding judge at a trial in France has, 
until recently, had the right to enter the jurymen’s room during their 
deliberations. It is now provided that he may not enter the room 


unless his presence is requested by the foreman of the jury. In 
Gibraltar the number of the jury has been changed to seven, of whom 
five may return a verdict after a deliberation of not less than two 
hours. In East Africa, on the other hand, unanimity is now required. 


Hitherto the provisions of the Indian Code have been in operation, 
under which the verdict of a majority of six jurymen, if approved by 
the presiding judge, has been sufficient. There are people in England 
who advocate the abolition of the Grand Juw. They may, perhaps, be 


A Point in the Law of Marshalling. 


IN the administration of the estates of deceased persons, where 
the real and personal estate is not sufficient to satisfy the whole 
both of the testator’s debts and of the beneficial interests which 
he has given by way of devise or legacy, it is frequently neces- 
sary to apply the doctrine of marshalling in order to secure that 
the resulting loss shall fall on such of the beneficiaries as may 
seem to have been least favoured by the testator, and in doing 
this difficult questions arise. Marshalling, of course, is 
founded on the principle that a person who has two funds to 
which he can resort for satisfaction of his claim shall not by his 
mere election disappoint another who has only one fund ; and in 
administration it applies where a creditor, who has his remedy 
against both the real and the personal estate, by resorting to 
the personal estate disappoints a creditor or a legatee who can 
only look to that estate for payment. As Jong as simple contract 
creditors could recover their debts only out of personal estate, 
while certain specialty creditors could resort to either real or 
personal estate, the doctrine required to be applied in favour of 
the former creditors, and where the specialty creditors had been 
paid out of personalty, the simple contract creditors were 
entitled to stand in their place as against the real estate : 4/drich 
v. Cooper (8 Ves. 382). But this use of the doctrine became 
practically obsolete when simple contract creditors acquired the 
right to be paid rateably with specialty creditors out of real as 
well as personal estate. 

There remains, however, the case of the pecuniary legatee 
who, in the ordinary course, must look for his legacy to the 
personal estate ; and, like the simple contract creditor formerly, 
he is liable to be disappointed if that estate is exhausted in pay- 
ment of debts. Hence it has to be considered whether he has 
any claim to stand in the place of creditors, and, if so, to what 
extent be can assert it against those who are beneficially intere: ted, 
by inheritance or devise, in the real estate. It bas been settled 
that he has a claim, similar to that of the creditor, though not 
so strong, but only as against a person who takes the real estate 
by descent. The heir is no object of the bounty of the testator ; 
the specific devisee is, and hence the pecuniary legatee is entitled 
to marshal as against the heir, but not as against the specific 
devisee. ‘“ Where lands are specifically devised, the legatees shall 
not stand in the place of the creditors against the devisees, for 
that is upon the supposition that there is in the will as strong an 
inclination of the testator in favour of a specific devisee as a 
pecuniary legatee, and therefore there shall be no marshalling ; 
per Lord Expon, C., in Aldrich v. Cooper (supra). Before the 
Wills Act, 1837, a residuary devise was treated as specific for 
this purpose (Mirehouse v. Scaife, 2 My. & Cr. 695), and the 
same rule applies since the Act: Lancefield v. Iggulden 
(10 Ch. 136), so that the legatee is not entitled to marshal 
as against the residuary devisee: Farquiarson v. Floyer (3 Ch. 


| D. 109). 


3ut the relative position of the devisee and the legatee in 
regard to the bounty of the testator seems to be altered if, by his 
will, he has charged the devised lands with payment of his debts, 
and such a charge is created by a mere direction that his debts 
shall be paid. In itself this is, perhaps, a slight matter by 
which to vary the rights of the specific devisee ; for if the real 
estate is now subject to debts, so also is the personalty, and 
the preference of the testator for the pecuniary legatee over 


, the devisee cannot be said to be very clearly indicated. In 


Re Bate (43 Ch. D. 600) Kekewicu, J., adopted this view, and 
held that the legatee could not come upon the devised estate. 
But it was decided in Re Stokes (67 L. 'T. 223) and Re Salt (1895, 
2 Ch. 503) that his decision was wrong, and in [te Roberts (1902, 
2 Ch. 834) Kekewicu, J., himself concurred ‘in saying that 
Re Bate was to be treated as overruled. Moreover, although 
since the Land Transfer Act, 1897, an express charge of debts on 
real estate is not necessary in order to charge debts on real 
estate, yet the express charge is still operative as shewing the 
intention of the testator, and, just as under the previous law, it 
has the effect of giving the pecuniary legatees priority over the 
specific devisee, so as to have the devised estate marshalled in 





encouraged to learn their views have been adopted in Sierra Leone, 





their favour ;: Re Kempster (1906, 1 Ch. 446). 
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The above rules, though they may in some respects be in 
principle open to discussion, represent a fairly consistent body 
of doctrine ; but in one point the relative position of the specific 
devisee and the pecuniary legatee has been varied in a manner 
which, as RoMER, J., observed in Re Smith (1899, 1 Ch. 365, at 
p. 371), it is difficult to justify, namely, where the specifically 
devised estate is subject to a mortgage which is primarily payable 
out of personal estate ; and then, if by such payment a pecuniary 
legatee is disappointed, he is entitled to stand in the place of the 
mortgagee against the devised estate, Apart from authority, it 
would seem that this is the ordinary case of a debt which is 
charged on real estate but is primarily payable out of personalty ; 
the ordinary case, that is, of a mortgage debt before Locke- 
King’s Act. The testator knows that the debt will be paid out 
of the fund properly available for the pecuniary legatees, but 
that is che manner in which he chooses to leave the estate. The 
specific devisee is entitled to have the land exonerated at the 
expense of the personal estate, and at the expense also, it might 
be thought, of pecuniary legatees in the event of the personal 
estate being deficient. For the rule is that when a debt which 
might be recovered against devised land has fallen on the personal 
estate as the proper fund for payment, a pecuniary legatee is 
not entitled to marshal as against the specific devisee. But at 
this point the court in Lutkins v. Leigh (Cas. temp. Talb. 53), 
introduced an exception, and it was held that the specific devisee 
was only entitled to be exonerated so far as he did not prejudice 
the pecuniary legatees. 


In Johnson v. Child (4 Hare 87), Wicram, V.C., pointed out 
the inconsistency of this. “The court,” he said, “is active in 
throwing the burden wholly upon the devisee of the land~—upon 
the party apparently, and upon the ordinary principles of the 
court, entitled to be exonerated.” But he felt himself bound by 
authority, and decided that the specific devisee of mortgaged 
leaseholds was bound to take them cum onere so far as was 
necessary for the protection of the pecuniary legatees. This was 
before Locke-King’s Act, and the same point arose and was 
decided in the same way in Porcher v. Wilson (14 W. R. 1011). 
In that case there was a direction to pay debts, and before the 
amending Act of 1877 this was sufficient to exclude Locke- 
King’s Act. 


In Re Smith (supra), also, the terms of the will were such as 
to exclude Locke-King’s Act. A testator devised several properties 
freed and discharged from any mertgages there might be thereon 
at the time of his death, and bequeathed pecuniary legacies. This 
was equivalent to a direction that the mortgages should be paid out 
of personal estate, but the personal estate was insufficient for 
payment both of the mortgages and of the pecuniary legacies. 
Under these circumstances Romer, J., held, in accordance with the 
above authorities, that, the mortgagor having been paid out of 
personalty, the legatees were entitled to stand in the shoes of 
the mortgagees as against the realty. ‘It is difficult,” he said, 
“to justify this rule on principle. Seeing that the testator 
intended the mortgage debt to be paid off out of his residuary 
estate, it might have been supposed that the pecuniary legatee 
could not claim to be repaid by the devisee merely because the 
debt had been paid as contemplated out of the proper fund... 
But the courts became bound by the rule above adverted to, 
however difficult it might be to justify it, and the time for 
questioning it has long since passed.” ‘The criticism appears to 
be sound, and the conclusion, that the rule cannot be altered 
by the court, is equally inevitable. But it might be wished 
that a way existed for removing inconsistencies in judge-made 
law without the necessity of going to the Legislature. 








Reviews. 
Book of the Week. 


Students’ Cases.—Students’ Cases, Illustrative of all Branches 
of the Law. By Pump B. Perripes, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 





Correspondence. 


Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I have been wondering what is the effect of the words “in 
pursuance of any contract made after the commencement of this 
Act” in section 1 of this Act. If there is no “contract” prior to a 
“transfer on sale” does one escape the increment value duty ? 

W. J. Buoomrietp Howe. 

22, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., May 5. 


[We fear not ; the Act does not say “contract in writing,” but 
“any contract.”—Enp., S,J/.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


MEASURES BROS. (LIM.) ». MEASURES. No. 2. llth May. 


CompaNy—MAnacinGc DirecroR—ENGAGEMENT FOR TERM _ CERTAIN— 
CoveNANT NoT TO CaRRY ON ComprTING Business—WINDING-UP 
OrDER—TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT—EFFECT ON COVENANT. 
When a person entered into a contract with a company whereby he 

was appointed managing director for a term certain, and at the same 
time covenanted not to carry on any business competing with the com- 
pany for seven years after the termination of his engagement, the 
engagement being terminated before the end of the term by an order 
for the winding up of the company, 

Held, that the company being unable to fulfil their part of the con- 
tract, the restrictive covenant was no longer binding on the managing 
director. 

Appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. The action was brought by the 
plaintiffs, a company in liquidation, to restrain the defendant, 4 
director, from carrying on business in competition with the company 
| in breach of an agreement, whereby he had contracted to hold office 
for seven years at a salary, and covenanted during that period or within 
seven years after ceasing to hold office not to carry on any 
business that would compete with that carried on by the 
company. The company was incorporated in May, 1899, for 
the purpose of acquiring the business of irontounders and 
engineers formerly carried on by a company of the same 
name. By an agreement of the 14th of July, 1903, made 
between the defendant and another director of the first part and the 
company of the second part, it was agreed that the parties of the first 
part should be entitled and bound to hold office as directors of the 
company for a period of seven years from the 26th of June, 1903, at 
the salary therein mentioned. By clause 5 of this agreement it was 
provided that each of the parties thereto of the first’ part should 
covenant with the company that he would not at any time thereafter, 
while he should hold office as director, or within seven years after 
ceasing to hold such office, either solely or jointly with, or as agent or 
manager for, any other person or persons or company, directly or in- 
directly, carry on or be engaged or concerned or interested in the busi- 
ness of engineers or ironfounders in any of their respective branches 
that would in any way compete with or be detrimental to the business 
carried on by the plaintiff company. On the 20th of April, 1909, a 
receiver and manager of the assets and undertaking of the company 
was appointed in a debenture-holder’s action, and on the 13th of 
October, 1909, an order was made for the compulsory winding up of 
the company. The defendant having started in business as an engineer 
and ironfounder, the present action was commenced by the receiver 
under the direction of the court, to restrain the defendant for the 
period of seven years from the 13th of October, 1909, from carrying 
on business in breach of the agreement of the 14th of July, 1903. 
Joyce, J., refused an injunction on the ground that the case was 
covered by General Billposting Co. v. Atkinson (1909, A. C. 118). The 
plaintiff company appealed. 


Tre Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Kennepy, L.J., Buckiey, 
L.J., dissentiente) dismissed the appeal. 


Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The question in this appeal is whether an 
injunction ought to be granted to restrain the defendant from breaking 
a negative covenant contained in an agreement of the 14th of July, 
1903. (His lordship stated the facts and continued :) I do not think 
it necessary to consider whether the mutual obligations contained in 
the agreement of July, 1903, are strictly interdependent, although my 
impression is that they are so. I prefer to base my judgment upon 
the ground that the plaintiffs, who are seeking equitable relief by way 
of injunction, cannot obtain such relief unless they allege and prove 
that they have performed their part of the bargain hitherto, and are 
ready also to perform their part in the future. The consideration 
which the defendant was to receive for his covenant from the company 
was (1) the position of a director of the company, (2) the salary of 
£1,000 a year, and (3) a contingent share of the profits, The plaintiffs 
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have not given and cannot in future give the defendant this considera- 
tion. The contract on their part has been broken. It is not necessary 
that the breach should be wilful in the sense of being intentional. It 
suffices that by .an act brought about by the company’s own default— 


viz., the omission to pay debts incurred by the company—the contract 
has been broken. As Joyce, J., said : ‘‘ The plaintiffs cannot under the 
circumstances have against the defendane specific performance—because 
that is what it amounts to—of article 5 of the special agreement: without 


performing, and they cannot perform, the clause which that agree- 
ment contains in favour of the defendant. In my opinion it would be 
inequitable if the plaintiffs could have that relief.’ If authority is 
wanted for this proposition, I would refer to Peto v. Brightan, cc. 
Railway Co. (1 H. & M. 468, 483) and V'elegraph Despatch Co. v. 
McLean (8 Ch. App. 653). In my opinion, this appeal fails, and must 
be dismissed, with costs. 

Buckiry, L.J., stated the facts, and continued : The first question 
to determine is whether the consideration passing between the plaintiffs 
and defendant under the agreement last stated consists in the mutual 
promises made by the one to the other or in the performance by each 
of his obligations as the price of the benefit secured to him by the 
agreement. Stating it in the concrete form relevant to the particular 
matter in dispute before us, was the performance of article 1 by the 
plaintiff company a condition precedent to any right in the plaintiff 
company to enforce article 5? Am I to read the agreement as if it 
said : ‘‘ If the defendant shall for the time mentioned in article 1 enjoy 
the place and remuneration promised by that article, he shall, but not 
otherwise, be compellable to perform article 5’’? In my judgment 
this question is to be answered in the negative. One event in which 
the defendant might not enjoy the complete performance by the 
plaintiffs of the obligations of article 1 would be a case in which the 
defendant might have been guilty of misconduct, and the corporation, 
by taking, by special resolution or otherwise, the steps necessary for 
that purpose, had on that ground deprived him of his office. In every 
contract of service is implied a condition that if faithful service is 
not rendered the master may elect to determine the contract. In such 
case in determining the contract for misconduct the master acts under, 
not against, the contract. He avails himself of a particular right 
impliedly reserved him by the contract. He is enforcing, not repu 
diating, the contract, and remains entitled to enforce provisions in 
his favour contained in the contract. Had the defendant been right 
fully dismissed for misconduct the plaintiffs could in my judgment 
have enforced article 5, although the defendant would not have enjoyed 
the full benefit promised to him by article 1. The agreement con 
templates that under circumstances the term of seven years is not 
to run its full time, but nevertheless article 5 is to bind the defendant. 
Articles 1 and 5 are, in my opinion, not interdependent contracts. They 
are severable. If the defendant had be guilty of no misconduct, 
but the corporation had, notwithstanding, deprived him of his office 
of director, the case which arose in General Billposting Co. v. 
Atkinson (supra) would have arisen. That would have been a step 
by which the plaintiffs wrongfully refusing to employ him further 
without just) cause for so doing would have repudiated their obligations 
under the contract. In such case he would have been entitled to take 
them at their word and to have assented to the contract being repu 
diated on both sides. The result in that case would have been that 
article 5, in common with all the rest of the contract, would have come 
to an end. Nothing of that kind has here taken place. The action of 
the receiver and manager in giving notice to the defendant that his 
services were no longer wanted was not a dismissal bv the company, 
but a refusal of a new engagement by the receiver. In this action the 
company are plaintiffs, and although the receiver has commenced the 
action, he has done so by obtaining leave to use the company’s name. 
The whole question is as to the rights as between the company and 
the defendant. What has happened is that the plaintiffs did not by 
affirmative action on their part determine the employment eithe1 
rightly or wrongly, but that by the operation of a winding-up order 
made on the 13th of October, 1909, the office itself came to an end. 
The question is, What provision (if any) has the contract made for this 
event? The obligation of the defendant under article 5 commenced 
on the signing of that agreement on the 14th of July, 1903. It was 
in force while he held the office of director, and was to extend for 
seven years after he ceased to hold such office. His contention must be 
not that his restrictive covenant never commenced, but that a restric 
tion which clearly had commenced came to an end by reason of the 
winding up. The winding-up order was an act in anvitum. The fact 
that it was made does not go to shew that the corporation was not 
ready and willing to employ him, but goes to shew that after that 
order was made the corporation could not. employ him in the office, 
which is a different proposition. He has ceased to hold his office, and 
the contract upon its true construction, I think, is that when he ceases 
to hold his office in any way not being a wrongful dismissal, which 
brings General Billposting Co. v. Atkinson (supra) into play, he shall 
be bound by the restrictive covenant. If I am right in holding that 
article 1 and article 5 are not interdependent contracts, that the pel 
formance of article 1 is not a condition precedent to the continuance 
of the restriction in article 5, it results that in the events which have 
happened article 5 remaims binding upon the defendant. For these 
reasons I think that the plaintiffs are entitled to an injunction. 


Kennepy, L.J., read a statement dismissing the appeal.—CounsEn, 
Martelli, K.C., and Whinney ; Hughes, K.C., and Clauson. Soticrtrors, 
Budd, Johnson, & Co.; Wethe rfield, Son, & Baines. 


[Reported by J. I. Sriruina, Barrister-at Law.] 





KEATES ». LEWIS MERTHYR CONSOLIDATED. No. 1. 
« 19th April; 10th May. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—BREACH OF ConTRACT BY WORKMAN—CLAIM For 

DamaGes By Master—WacGEs EARNED, BUT NOT YET Dur TO Workman 

— JURISDICTION OF MAGISTRATE TO SET OFF—EMPLOYERS AND Work 

MEN Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 90), s. 3. 

Upon the hearing of a summons by employers against a worlk:man 
under the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, in which the plaintiffs 
claimed that the wages earned by, and shortly payable to, the workman 
should be set off against damages awarded them, the magistrate found 
that a certain sum would be due to the workman in respect of wages 
and that such sum was payable two days subsequent to the day on 
which the summons was heard. No claim for wages had, in fact, been 
made by the workman before the proce edings before the magistrate 
were taken. The magistrate held that the debt from the masters to the 
workman constituted a ‘* claim’”’ by the latter within the meaning of 
section 3, sub-section (1) of the Act, and that it could prope rly be set 
off against the damages. The Divisional Court (Darling, J., dissenting) 
upheld the decision of the magistrate. 

Held, per Vaughan Williams and Farwell, L.JJ. (Moulton, L.J 
dissentiente), that the language in section 3 (1) of the Act of 1875 pre 
viding that “‘ the court may adjust and set off the one against the other, 
all claims on the part either of the employer or of the workman arising 
out of or incidental to the relation between them as the court may find 
to be subsisting, whether such claims are liquidated or unliquidated 
and are wages, damages or otherwise,’ meant any claim brought to 
the notice of the court, whether put forward or not by the party to 
whom the money was or would become payable. 

Decision of Divisional Court (1910, 1 AK. B. 386; 79 L. J. K. B. 283) 
affirmed. 

Appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court (Darling, J., dis- 
senting) given in a case stated by the stipendiary magistrate for the 
Petty Sessional Division of Pontypridd. The Colliery Company sum 
moned a collier named Keates under the Employers and Workmen Act, 
1875, claiming damages for breach of his contract by absenting him 
self without leave, along with some other workmen, whereby the 
colliery was stopped for a day; and further claiming that the wages 
earned by and due to Keates might be ascertained, and that the respec 
tive claims for damages and wages should be adjusted and set off by 
the court. At the hearing the magistrate found that there had been 
a breach of contract by the workman, and he awarded the employers 
lls. 3d. as damages and costs, and he also found that a sum of 
£1 15s. 8d. was due to the workman by the employers, and was payable 
to the workman on the next pay day. No claim for wages had, 
fact, been made by the workman prior to the proceedings being taken 
before the magistrate. The magistrate was of opinion that the in 
debtedness of the employers in the sum of £1 15s. 8d. constituted a 
** claim ”’ 





by the workman within the meaning of section 3 (1) of the 
Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, and he held that he was bound to 
set off the damages and costs awarded to the employers against the 
£1 15s. 8d. payable to the workman. The Divisional Court (Darling, 
J., dissenting) upheld his decision. Keates then appealed to this court, 
and at the close of the arguments judgment was reserved. Cur. adv. 
vult. 

VavueHan Wittrams, L.J., read a judgment, in which he said the 
question they had to decide in the main was whether the magistrate, 
when a dispute between master and workman was before him, 
and thé plaintiff had put forward a claim, could deal with 
the claims of the defendant, which were’ brought to his 
notice, but which the defendant had not put forward. [His lord- 
ship referred to Hindley v. Haslam (3 Q. B. D. 481) and Clemson 
v. Hubbard (45 L. J. M. C. 69).] In his opinion ‘‘ claims ’’ in 
section 3 (1) of the Act of 1875 did not mean claims put forward 
to the exclusion of claims not put forward, but claims whether put 
forward or not. It was not denied that that was a sense in which 
the word ‘‘claim’’ was used, and many examples of user in such a 
sense were given during the argument. He thought the scheme of the 
Act shewed that that was the proper construction of the word claim 
The magistrate had therefore rightly exercised his discretion by 
taking into consideration claims down to the time of hearing, includ 
ing wages earned before the hearing but payable two days after the 
hearing. The appeal, in his judgment, should be dismissed. 

FLETCHER Movutton, L.J., dissented. By the Act of 1875 increased 
powers were given alike to county courts and courts of summary 
jurisdiction in respect of disputes between employers and workmen. 
The Act, to some extent, was a reaction against the policy of pre 
venting wages being arrested before they reached the workmen by 
reason of cross-claims by the employer, illustrations of which were 
to be found in the Truck Acts and the Wages Attachment Abolition 
Act, 1870. In the present case he thought that the wages could not 
be regarded as a “ claim.”’ The language of the section, in his 
opinion, put it beyond doubt that the claims to which it referred 
were money claims and not such requests as the plaintiffs put for 
ward when they asked ‘‘'that the wages earned by and due to the 
defendant from the plaintiffs be ascertained, and that the said respe« 
tive claims for damages and wages be adjusted and set off by the 
court.” The fact, also, that the pay ticket had not been delivered 
and the wages were not yet due seemed to him to decide this case 
in favour of the defendant. The workman could not himself have 
put forward on his own behalf any claim for wages, and it seemed 
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an absurdity to suggest that the master could put forward a ‘‘ claim 
on behalf of the workman”’ against his will for a sum which the 
workman was not entitled to claim at the time. For these reasons 
he thought the appeal should succeed. 

FarweLt, L.J., read a judgment agreeing with Vaughan Williams, 


L.J. By a majority the appeal was dismissed.—Counset, Bailhache, 
K.C., Sankey, K.C., and Clive Lawrence, for the appellant; HZ. Bankes, 
K.C., Lush, K.C., and Trevor Lewis, for the respondents. So.icrrors, 


Smith, Rundell, d- Dods, for Morgan, Bruce, Nicholas, & James, Ponty- 
pridd ; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for C. & W. Kenshole, Aberdare. 


[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX ». WHITE. 3rd May. 


CrimMINAL LAw—Conviction or ATTEMPT ON INDICTMENT FOR MURDER 
MISDEMEANOUR OR FELONY—PUNISHMENT—OFFENCES AGAINST THE 
Person Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100), ss. 11 ro 15—CRrrimINAL 
Procepure Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vicr. c. 100), s. 9—Arremet— 

EVIDENCE OF—DIRECTION TO JURY. 

The appellant was indicted for murdering his mother, and was con- 
victed by virtue of section 9 of the Criminal Procedure Act, 1851, of 
attempting to murder his mother, and sentenced to penal servitude for 
life. 

It was contended on behalf of the appellant that he had been con 
victed of the common law misdemeanour of an attempt to murder, on 
which he could only be sentenced to two years’ imprisonment, and not 
of any of the special statutory felonies of doing various acts with intent 
to commit —s a in sections 11 to 15 of the Offences against 
the Person Act, 1861 ( 25 Vict. c. 100). 

It was also > .* on behalf of the appellant that there was a 
difference between doing an act with intent to murder and attempting 
to murder, and reliance was placed on Reg. v. Connell (6 Cox C. C. 
178). 

The Court of Criminal Appeal overruled these contentions, holding 
that the appellant was canvicted of the felony of an attempt to murder, 
and could be sentenced to penal servitude for life under sections 11 to 
15 of the Offences against the Person Act, 1861 

The evidence in the trial for the Crown went to shew that the 
appellant put cyanide of potassium into a liquid in a wineglass with 
the intent that his mother should drink it and with the intent to murder 
her. But there was no evidence to shew she had taken any of the liquid, 
and it appeared that her death was most probably caused by syncope, 
due to fright or other external cause, and that the quantity of potassium 
in the wineglass was insufficient to cause her death. 

The Court of Criminal Appeal held, contrary to the contention for 
the appellant, that there was sufficient evidence to warrant the jury in 
coming to the conclusion that (1) the appellant put the cyanide of 
potassium into the wineglass, and (2) that he did so with the intent 
to murder his mother. 

It appeared that Darling, J., who had tried the case, suggested to the 
jury in his summing up that this dose of cyanide of potassium was the 
first, or some later, of a series of doses the appellant had and had 
intended to administer to his mother with the intent to cause her death 
by slow poisoning, and that, if this were so, there was an attempt to 
murder on the part of the appellant. 

The Court of Criminal Appeal expressed the opinion that the direc- 
tion was right, and that the completion, or attempted completion, of 
one of a series of acts intended by a man to result in killing was an 
attempt to murder, although the act, if completed, would not, unless 
followed by the other acts, result in killing. It might be the beginning 
of the attempt, but would none the less be an attempt. 

But the ra held that they did mot think it likely the jury acted 
on this suggestion, because there was notliing to shew that the adminis 
tration of small doses of cyanide of potassium would have a cumulative 
effect. They thought it more likely on the evidence that the view of 
the jury was that the appellant supposed he had put a dose into the 
glass suffcient to kill his mother, and that was an attempt to murder. 


Appeal to the Court of Criminal Appeal. The facts appear suffi- 
dently from the head-note and from the judgment of the court (infra), 
By section 9 of the Criminal Procedure Act, 1851: ‘If on the trial 
of any person charged with any felony or misdemeanour it shall 
appear to the jury upon the evidence that the defendant did not com- 
plete the offence charged, but that he was guilty only of an attempt 
to commit the same, such person shall not by reason thereof be entitled 
to be acquitted, but the jury shall be at liberty to return as their 
verdict that the defendant is not guilty of the felony or misdemeanour 
charged, but is guilty of an attempt to commit the same, and there- 
upon such person shall be liable to be punished in the same manner as 
if he had been convicted upon an indictment for attempting to commit 
the particular felony or misdemeanour charged in the said indictment; 
and no person so tried as herein lastly mentioned shall be liable to be 
afterwards prosecuted for an attempt to commit the felony or misde 
meanour for which he was so tried.’’ By section 15 of the Offences 
against the Person Act, 1861, an attempt to commit murder ‘by any 
means other than those specified in any of the preceding sections of 
this Act ’’ is felony and punishable by “(unter alia) penal servitude for 


life. By section 14 attempting to administer poison with intent to 
commit murder was made a felony similarly punishable. 


| 





The written and considered judgment of the Courr (Lord ALVER- 
stone, C.J., and Bray and Pickrorp, JJ.) was delivered by 

Bray, J., as follows : In this case the appellant was indicted for the 
murder of his mother, and was convicted of an attempt to murder her 
and sentenced to penal servitude for life. He appeals from this con 
viction on several grounds, which we will deal with one by one. First 
it is said that there was no reasonable evidence on which he could be 
convicted, or, as it is put in section 4 of the Criminal Appeal Act, 
that the verdict cannot be supported having regard to the evidence. 
The evidence put shortly was this. That on the 9th of January last 
the mother was found dead in a sitting posture on a sofa in a sitting 
room in her house. There was a round table standing two feet from 
the sofa, on the further side of which was a wineglass three parts 
filled with a liquid made up of a drink called nectar, and, as was 
afterwards shown, containing two grains of cyanide of potassium. 
There were also on the table a nectar bottle, two lumps of sugar, and 
a spoon. There was no evidence to shew that she had taken any of 
this liquid, and the result of the post mortem and of the analysis of 
the contents of the stomach and of the contents of the wineglass was 
to shew she had not died from poisoning by cyanide of potassium, but 
that death was most probably caused by syncope or heart failure, due 
to fright or some other external cause, and further, that the quantity 
of cyanide of potassium in the wineglass was, even if she had taken 
the whole, insufficient to cause her death. The appellant was proved 
to have bought cyanide of potassium on the 22nd of December pre 
viously. He stated in his evidence that he had bought it for case-harden 
ing a chisel, and that he had placed it in a cupboard in a room where 
the mother was found dead, and that he thought it possible she might 
have taken it from there. The prisoner did not live in this house. 
No traces of any of this poison were found after her death, either in 
the cupboard or in the house, nor of the newspaper in which the 
appellant said he had wrapped it. There was a good deal of evidence 
shewing that the appellant had a motive for killing his mother—viz., 
to obtain her money, she having made a will in his favour—and also 
shewing that the appellant had made several statements previous to 
the 9th of January to the effect that he expected his mother’s death, 
although, in fact, her state of health was not such as to shew that she 
was in any danger. In our opinion the evidence was sufficient to 
warrant the jury in drawing the inference that the appellant had put 
the cyanide of potassium in the wineglass. It was strongly urged that 
even if this was so the smallness of the dose shewed that he could 
not have had the intention to murder her, but there was evidence that 
on some day between Christmas Day and the New Year the prisoner 
had produced to a witness (Carden) from his pocket’ a small substance 
about the size of a marble, which appeared to him to resemble sugat 
candy, and stated that ‘‘ this stuff is a deadly poison; a small quantity, 
about the size of a pin’s knob, put into a little water would sober you 
[i.e., witness] if you were drunk, instantly.’”? There is no doubt he 
was referring to the cyanide of potassium which he had bought a few 
days previously. He, therefore, perfectly well knew the deadly 
character of this poison, and supposed that) a very small quantity 
would produce an instant effect. Upon consideration of all the 
evidence, including the denial of the prisoner that he had put any- 
thing into the wineglass at all, we are of opinion that there was suffi- 
cient evidence to warrant the jury also in coming to the con lusion that 
the appellant put the cyanide in the glass with intent to murder his 
mother. The next point made was that if, he put it there with that 
intent there was no attempt to murder, that the jury must have acted 
upon a suggestion of the learned judge, in his summing up, that this 
was one, the first or some latér, of a series of doses which he intended 
to administer, and so cause her death by slow poisoning, and that if 
they did act on that suggestion there was no attempt at murder because 
the act of which he was guilty—viz., the putting the poison in the 
wineglass—was a completed act, and could not have, and was not 
intended by the appellant to have, the effect of killing her at once. 
It could not kill unless it were followed by other acts which he might 
never have done. There seems no doubt that the learned judge in 
effect did tell the jury that if this was a case of slow poisoning the 
appellant would be guilty of the attempt to murder. We are of the 
opinion that this direction was right, and that the completion or 
attempted completion of one of a series of acts intended by a man to 
result in killing is an attempt to murder, even although this completed 
act would not, unless followed by the other acts, result in killing. 
It might be the beginning of the attempt, but would none the less be 
an attempt. Whilst saying this, we must say also that we do not 
think it likely the jury acted on this suggestion, because there was 
nothing to shew that the administration of small doses of cyanide of 
potassium would have a cumulative effect. We think it much more 
likely, having regard to the statement made by the prisoner to the 
witness Carden, that the view of the jury was that the ap pellant sup 
posed he had put sufficient poison in the glass to kill her. This, of 
course, would be an attempt to murder. We now come to the most 
difficult point, which was this—that under section 9 of 14 & 15 
Vict. c. 100, if the appellant were found guilty of attempting to 
murder, it would be a conviction of the common law offence of attempt- 
ing to murder, and not of any of the special statutory offences under sec- 
tions 11 to 15 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100. If this point were a good one 
the punishment would be only two years’ imprisonment instead of 
penal servitude for life, which could be given in case of a conviction 
under any of the sections 11 to 15 of the Act of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100. 
The argument on the part of the appellant’ was this: That sections 
11 to 15 of the Act of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 dealt with special offences— 
viz., sections 11 to 13 doing certain acts with intent to murder, 
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section 14 attempting to do such acts with intent to murder, and 
the like intent; that these were made special statutory offences distinct 
from the common law offence of attempting to murder, and that the 
attempt referred to in section 9 of 14 & 15 Vict. c. 100 was the common 
law offence, and not one of these special statutory offences. In 
support of this, it was said that at the time of the passing of 14 & 15 
Vict. c. 100, though the statutory offences comprised in sections 11 to 
14 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 existed under earlier Acts, now repealed, 
they were not known as attempts to murder; they did not comprise 
all attempts to murder, there being no enactment having the effect of 
section 15, and the only offence known to the law as attempt to murder 
was the common law offence, and that must have been the offence con- 
templated by that Act. Further, it was argued that in proceedings 
under sections 11 to 15 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 the indictment must state 
the particular offence under the particular section; there could not be 
one indictment charging the different offences under each of the sec 

tions alternatively, and that the result of holding that under an 
indictment for murder a man could be convicted of one of these special 
statutory offences would enable the prosecution to include in one indict 

ment a number of special statutory offences, and that if that had been 


intended it would have been enacted by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100: ‘*‘ Who 
soever shall by any means attempt to murder shall be guilty of felony,”’ 
&c. Finally, it was argued that there was a difference between doing 


an act with intent to murder and attempting to murder. In support of 
all these points great reliance was placed on Peg. v. Connell (6 Cox 
C. C. 178). The argument on the part of the prosecution was that the 
Act 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 for the first time dealt comprehensively with 
all attempts to murder, and made them all felonies and all punishable 
with the same maximum punishment—viz., penal servitude for life, 
so that after the passing of 24 & 25 Vict. on a conviction for attempt 
to murder under 14 & 15 Vict. ¢. 100 the conviction was a conviction 
under 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, and punishable with penal servitude for 
life; that although this might have the effect of including in one 
indictment several special statutory offences, that: was the necessary 
consequence and effect of the Act 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, and if it were 
not so there must in every case where there was a failure to prove 
the charge of murder be a fresh indictment and a fresh trial on exactly 
the same evidence which would lead to the same result, and that this 
was the very mischief which the Act of 14 & 15 Vict. e. 100 was 
intended to remedy, and that no hardship on the prisoner would 
result : no new evidence would be introduced, and he would be con 
victed of the attempt on the same evidence which was relied on to 
prove the complete offence. As to the last point, it was said that 
there could not be an attempt to murder unless there was an intent 
to murder, so that to murder he must necessarily have been convicted 
of an offence within one of the sections 11 to 15 of 24 & 25 Vict. 
ce. 100. After full consideration, and having had the advantage of 
hearing counsel for the appellant, we have come to the conclusion that 
the reasoning of the prosecution is sound and must prevail. [The 
learned judge then referred to and distinguished Reg. v. Connell 
(supra) and continued :] We think Reg. v. Connell (supra) may be 
distinguishable on these grounds; but the passing of 24 & 
25 Vict. c. 100 removed this difficulty. That Act was intended 
as a code for all attempts to murder. This group of 
11 to 15 is headed with the words ‘‘ Attempts to murder,”’ and thes 
words fortify the conclusion at which we have arrived. After the 
passing of that Act all attempts at murder necessarily fall within one 
of these five sections. We think that no such inference as was 
suggested by counsel for the appellant can be drawn from the absence 
of the simple provision that all attempts to murder should be punish 
able with penal servitude for life. As to the difference between acts 
which are attempts to murder and acts which are done with intent to 
murder, we feel some difficulty in accepting what Mr. Justice Kennedy 
said in Rex v. Linnaker (1906, 2 K. B.. at p. 103); but, however that 
may be, it is sufficient to say, as we have already said, that all the 
offences in sections 11 to 15 are treated as attempts to murder, and 
there cannot be an act done with intent to murder without its being 
an attempt to murder, and a prisoner cannot be convicted under 
section 9 of M & 15 Vict. c. 100 unless, as here, the jury have found 
him guilty of an attempt to murder. For these reasons we think 
the appeal fails and must be dismiesed.—Counsen, for the appellant 
Maddocks; for the Crown, Ryland, {dkins, and MeCurds F 
Soricitors, Maddocks, Ogden, &: Co., Coventry ;.The Director of Public 
Prosecutions. ’ 


sections 


[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at Law.] 


Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 


HONOURS EXAMINATION, APRIL, 1910. 


At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on 
the Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Com 
mittee recommended the following as being entitled to } 


ee lonorary Dis 
tinction :— : 


First Cuass. 


(In the opinion of the Committee the Standard attained } 


’ [ the 1 xy the 
Candidates does not justify the issue of any First Class List.) ~ 





Seconp Crass. 
Pe [In Alphabetical Order.] 

Leonard Hedley Adcock, who served his clerkship with Mr. Stephen 
Joseph Gateley, of Birmingham. 

Harold Dale, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry Bevir, of 
Wootton Bassett, and Mr. Ernest Bevir, of London. 

Joseph Gregory, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Turner, 
of Manchester. 

Gustave George Gros, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Edward Le Voi and Mr. Cecil Newson-Smith, both of London. 

Norman Lock Riddett, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Thomas Stephenson Simpson and Mr. Edward Overend Simpson, both 
of Leeds. 

Tuirp CLAss. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 

Arthur Eastham Aitken, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Robinson Bertwistle, of Bury. 

Charles Kenneth Archer, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ronald 
Hedley Archer, of the firm of Messrs. Archer, Parkin & Archer, of 
Stockton-on-Tees. 

Maurice Blumfield Brown, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry 
Godwin, of London. 

Henry Acton Linton Bullock, B.A. (Oxon), who served his clerk 
ship with Mr. Frederick Acton Bullock, of Coventry. 

Charles Whalley Cockrill, who served his clerkship with Mr. Norris 
Alfred Ernest Way, of the firm of Messrs. Walker, Smith & Way, of 
Chester, and Messrs. Chester & Co., of London. 

Ronald Francis Bickersteth Dickinson, who served his clerkship 
with Messrs. Hill, Dickinson & Co., of Liverpool. 

Hugh Noel Grimwade, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Grim- 
wade & Son, of Hadleigh, Messrs. Foster, Calverc & Marriott, cf 
Norwich, and Messrs. Kingsford, Dorman & Co., of London. 

Lancelot Edey Hall, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Hall, of London. 

Jacob Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Foredike, of Cardiff. 

George Mitchell, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Frederick Walker, and Mr. Charles Selborne Walker, of the firm of 
Messrs. Frederick Walker & Son, both of Halifax. 

John Prior, who served his clerkship with Mr. Christopher Tate 
Rhodes, of Halifax. 

Thomas James Thompson Smith, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. John Thompson Smith, of Liverpool. 

Claud John Stenning, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Herbert Stenning, of London. 

Edward William Wodehouse Veale, LL.B. (Lond.), who served hi 
clerkship with Mr. Edward Woodhouse Veale, of Bristol. 

The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following Prize 
of Books :—To Mr. Dale—The John Mackrell—value about £9; and 
have given Class Certificates to the Candidates in the Second and 
Third Classes. 

Forty-two candidates gave notice for the examination. 

By order of the Council, 
S. P. B. Buckni1, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, May 13, 1910. 
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| Obituary. 
Mr. C. A. Woolley. 


Mr. Charles Alfred Woolley, solicitor, of Brighton, died on Tuesday, 
at the age of seventy-nine years. He was educated at Rossall School, 
and was articled to Mr. Gell, of Lewes, and was admitted in 1856. He 
subsequently practised at Geelong and Melbourne in Australia. 
Returning to Brighton, he was appointed in 1871 clerk to the Brunswick- 
square and ‘Terrace Commissioners, and upon the incorporation 
of Hove in 1873 became clerk to the commissioners. He conducted the 
successful opposition to a Bill presented in 1873 for amalgamating Hove 
with Brighton. At his death he was in partnership with Messrs. 
Alfred Woolley, A. A. Baines, and C. W. R. Gell-Woolley, under the 
firm of Fitzhugh, Woolley, Baines, & Woolley. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Admission. 
_ Consequent on the death of Sir John Hollams, the late senior partner 
in Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, Mr. John Hollams and Mr. E. 
Percy Hollams, having décided after many years’ practice to take 
this opportunity of retiring, the firm will be reconstituted. Mr. F. H. 
Cuance, Mr. Ropert Cowarp (son of Mr. Coward), and Mr. Ernest B. 
Hawkstey (son of Mr. Hawksley), all of whom have for several years 
taken an active part in the office, have been admitted to partnership. 
The business will be continued as heretofore, but the style of the firm 
will be Coward & Hawksley, Sons, & Chance. 
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Dissolutions. 


SamueL JoHN Daw, Harry Bruce Nisset, and RecinaLp SAMUEL 
Daw, solicitors (Nisbet, Daw, & Nisbet), 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London. Feb. 1. So far as concerns the said Samuel John Daw, who 
retires from the said firm; the said Harry Bruce Nisbet and Reginald 
Samuel Daw will continue to carry on the said business, the style of 
the firm remaining unchanged. 

Rosert Cuartes Kerr and Jonn Bent Ramspen, solicitors (Kerr & 
Ramsden), Moorgate-street-chambers, London. April 30. 

[Gazette, May 17. 


General. 


The Scottish Court of Session recommenced its sittings after the 
spring vacation on the 12th inst., when the Lord President, in the 
presence of a full attendance of the bar, delivered a short address, and 
the oaths of allegiance were administered to the judges and the Lord 
Advocate. 

Acting upon representations which have been made by the Canadian 
authorities, the Government have, says the 7'imes, decided to establish 
in a part of the building occupied by the Privy Council a general law 
library which will contain the necessary records relating to the whole 
of the Dominions, India, and the Crown Colonies. Counsel and others 
engaged in colonial appeals have frequently complained of the absence 
of «such facilities. The general publia will be afforded access on 
application to the Registrar of the Privy Council. 

“E. G. R.,’’ writing to the J'imes on the Additional Judges Bill, 
says: ‘“‘I understand that there is to be some opposition to the Bill 
providing for the appointment of two additional judges of the King’s 
Bench Division. At the present moment, owing to the absence, through 
indisposition, of Mr. Justice Walton, who is acting as Commercial Judge, 
commercial cases cannot be heard. If there were two additional judges 
no doubt a substitute could be found at once. Is not this a very strong 
argument in favour of the Bill’s going through with the utmost rapidity 
and without controversy? Surely the commercial community is not so 
unimportant that it is not entitled to have its litigation promptly dealt 
with.”’ 

In the course of an application to the Court of Criminal Appeal, on 
the 12th inst., says the 7'imes, the Lord Chief Justice said that he had 
noticed that these applications out of time were becoming more 
numerous. The Criminal Appeal Act by section 7 (1) directed that 
notice of appeal must be given within ten days of the conviction, with 
power in the court, except in capital cases, to extend the time. If 
the application was only a few days or a week late the matter was 
not of great importance. But where; as in this case, a month had 
elapsed—and they had had cases of three or even four months’ delay- 
it must not be understood that an extension of time would be granted 
as a matter of course; the court would require substantial reasons to 
be put before them. 

A conflict has ariseni at Chester, says the 7'imes, between the mayor 
and the sheriff of the city respecting the right to read royal proclama 
tions. The mayor contended that, as the command was addressed to 
him, he was the proper person to read it, and did so; the sheriff, on 
the other hand, also received copies of the proclamation by post, and 
urged his claims to the privilege of reading it. The Clerk of the 
Privy Council, by whom the proclamations are sent out, was asked to 
decide the point, and he replied that the mayor was the proper person 
tojread it. The Lord Chamberlain, to whom the Sheriff of Chester 
applied for guidance, referred him to the Home Secretary, who caused 
the following reply to be sent : ‘‘ Whitehall, ‘13th May, 1910. Sir,— 
In reply to your letter of the 11th inst., I am directed to say that it 
appears to the Secretary of State that the royal proclamation of the 
7th of May should be read by the Mayor of Chester, to whom it 
is addressed by the Privy Council.—I am, sir, your obedient servant, 
W. P. Byrne.” F P 


In the Jubilee year of Queen Victoria, says a writer in the 7'imes, the 
late King was appointed Treasurer of the Middle Temple, and during 
his year of office dined upon the Grand Nights of Trinity and Michael- 
mas terms. In commemoration of the eventful year the Prince 
was graciously pleased to present to the Inn a richly-engraved loving 
cup, of which there is an excellent illustration in the edition of 
Master Worsley’s Book on the History and Constitution of the 
Middle Temple, recently published under the editorship of Mr. A. R. 
Ingpen, K.C. In the thirtieth year of his membership of the Inn the 
Prince dined in Hall, and again on the 5th of May, 1893, on the 
occasion of the jubilee of the call to the Bar of his old friend Sir Henry 
Hawkins, whose health he proposed in a brief speech. Three years 
after the Prince of Wales was again present in the Hall for a smoking 
concert given by permission of the Masters of the Bench, at the invita- 
tion of the Inns of Court Volunteers. As soon as possible after his 
coronation the King arranged to dine in Hall, and did so on the Grand 
Night of Michaelmas Term, 1903, during the treasurership of Sir Robert 
Finlay. It was an unprecedented event for the King of England to 
take his place, not as an invited guest, as King Charles II. had done at 
the Inner Temple and Lincoln’s Inn, but by right of his position as a 
Bencher of the Inn. By the death of Lord Brampton in 1907 King 
ag became, in fact as well as by courtesy, the senior Bencher of 

é Inn, 
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The first international aeronautic conference, convoked by the French 
Government to establish rules for aerial traffic, was, says the Paris 
correspondent of the Daily Mail, to meet at the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs, on Thursday, under the presidency of M. Millerand, Minister 
of Public Works. Besides France, eighteen States will be represented. 
These are Great Britain, Germany, Austria Hungary, Russia, Italy, 
Spain, Portugal, Turkey, Holland, Belgium, Bulgaria, Roumania, 
Switzerland, Denmark, Sweden, Servia, Luxemburg, and Monaco. The 
United States and Norway are not represented. The Aero Club of 
France has appointed a sub-committee to draw up a list of suggestions 
to be laid before the conference. 

If the efforts which are now being made for the unification of the 
law as to bills of exchange, promissory notes, and cheques prove 
successful, this will, says the Journal of the Society of Comparative 
Legislation, be due to a large extent to the energetic efforts of Dr. 
Felix Meyer, one of the judges of the Berlin Court of Appeal (Kammer 
gericht), who for several years has been most active in his attempts to 
popularize the scheme, and who, by his work on the comparative law 
of bills of exchange (Das Weltwechselrecht : Band 1, Die Geltenden 
Wechselrechte in vergleichender Darstellung; Band 2, Entwurf eine: 
einheitlichen Wechselgesetzes. Leipzig, 1909), has not only furthered 
the cause advocated by him, but also made a most valuable contribution 
to the science of comparative law. Criminal law reform is in the air. 
The Austrian Government has issued the drafts of a new Criminal 
Code and a new Criminal Procedure Code, and the German Imperial 
Government are making active preparations in the same direction. In 
the meantime, a draft Code, prepared without Government aid, but 


wuublished with Government sanction, has recently been issued. 
I k 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, May 13. 
JOINT ST@CK COMPANIES, 
Liuitep ry O#ANCERY. 


Antony Brorners. Lrn— Petn for winding uv, prosented May 10, directed to be 
heard May 25. Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray’s inn, for Gwynne James & Son, Here- 
ford, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia 
the afternoon of May 24 

Armirace & Innetson, Lap—Petn for winding up, presented May 9, directed to he 
heard May 25. Johnson & On, King’s Rench walk, Temple, for Wade & Co, Brad- 
ford, solora for the petng creditors Notice of aprearing must reach the above- 
named not Ister than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 24 

Brrtisx Equrrante Bonn anny Morroaar Covroration, Lrp—Petn for winding up, 
directed to be heard Avril 12, was adjourned. and will be heard before Mr Justice 
Swinfen Eady, May 25. Robinson & Co, Manchester, for Tyrer & Co, Liverpool, 
solors for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 24 

Coxsotipatep Rusper Co, Lrp (rw Ligurparron)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Norman Ward Wild and Arthur Taylor, care of Franklin Wild & Co, 
Broad st av, liquidators 

Dvurouitse Co, Ltp— Creditors are required, on or before May 23, to sendin their names 
and addresses, with perticnlars of their debts or claims, to H. G. Hale and A. G. 
Pembroke, 2, Church row, Limehouse, liuuidators 

G. Airrep WiitusMs & Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented May 11, directed to 
be heard May 25 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st, solor for the petner Notice of 
of appearing must reach the above-named solor not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of May 24 

Hosur Gotv Msnes, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 25. to send their 
names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to William Leonard 
Baylev, 6, Queen st pl, liquidator 

Kine Brorners (Exporters) Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Angus 
Newton Scott, 3, Pancras In, Queen st, liquidator 

Liorp Lows, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented May 4, directed to be heard May 
25. Blyth & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad at, solora for the pe:ners. Notice of 
ney a must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternocn of 
May 34 

R. Exnetanp & Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding up. presented May 5, directed to bse heard 
May 25. Judge & Priestley, Liverpool at, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 24 

Stawpanp Kriesereune Co, Lro.—Petn for winding up, presented April 14, directed to 
be heard May 25. Lendon & Carpenter, Budge row, solors for the petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
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T. H. Crossy, Lrp. (rw Voturtary Liqurpation)—Oreditors are required, on or before 
May 30, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Stanley Banning, 15, Walbrook Kimber, Walbrook, solor 

Wuirsr & Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before May 17, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry James 
Wheeler, 46 and 48, Moor In, liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Futpay, May 13. 
Dvrouits Co, Lrp. 
Brrwevat, Lrp, 
Waitisy Suaizips & Co, Lrp. 
Hosur Gotp Minegs, Ltp, 
Avrtomosite Exvectaic Lieniine Sywnprcate, Lop. 
WictiaM Caurcaitt & Co, Lrp, 
Pouixey Avromosice Ecectric Ligating Synpicate, Lr. 
Victoriuw Cornisep Goup Miers, Lrp, 
L.v.B. Syypicatr, Lrp 
Rorrrr & Co. Lrp. 
Cc. H. Baker, Lrp, 
Mippuesex Investment Trust, Lrp, 
Leicester Licensrp Victuatters Mrngrit Water Manvuracronisa Co, Lrp. (Re- 
construction). 
American Satine Rink Co. (Nicr), Lop. 
Joszrn Moss & Sons, Lrp. 
Row ey S8Tarion Co.uigry Co, Lrp. 
J. M, Porter, Lrp. 
Szars Printina anp Pustranina Co, Ltp 
OotomBia aAxp Nortn Wast Trust Uo, Lrp, 
CaritaL awp Ourtrits Co, Lrp. 
Dominion oF Cawava Trust Corporation, Ltn. 
Co-operatives Houipay Guest-Hovsrs, Lrp. 
H. Epwarps & Son, Lrp. 
Oanava Setriers’ Loan awn Trost Co, Lrp. 
Waker Brotuers Boor anp Sxoxr Stores, Lop. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


May 23.—Mesers, Satter, Rex, & Co, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Residences, &c, 
(see advertisement, page iii, May 14). 

May 24.—Mesers, Denennam, Tewson, Ricuarpson & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Warehouses (see advertisement, page v, April 16). 

May 24.—Messrs. Harzops, Lrp.: Country Houses (see advertisement, page vy, | 
April 16). 








May 25.—Messrs,. Marx Lrett & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see 


advertisement, page iv, May 14). 

May 25 and June 8. —Messrs. Epwin F ox, Bousrig_p, Burnetrs & BApDELEY, at the 
Mart, at 3: Freehold Ground-rents, Leasehold Properties, Residences, Freehold Estate, 
and Properties, &c, (see advertisement, page ili, May 14). 

May 26.—Messrs. Lroronp Farmer & Sons, at the Mart, 2: Freehold Manu- 
facturing Premises (see advertisement, page v, May 7). 

May 26.—Harrrr, Watton, & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Premises and Residence (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 26.—Mesers. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: 
Residences (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 27.—Mosers. Lustiz Marsm & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Ground-rents (see advertisement page v, April 16). 

May 30.—Messrs. Herntnc, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Dwelling- 
houses (894 advertisement, back page, this wesk). 

May.—Messrs. Hotcomsr, Betrs & West: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back 
pege, April 2). 

June 6.—Messrs, Coutims & Couuims, at the Mart: Rasidenzes (see advertisement, 
back page, _ 30). 

June 8.—Messrs. Trovtorr, at the Mart: Town Residences (see advertisement, 
page v, May 7). 

June 8.—Messrs, Satter, Rex & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Property (see 
advertisement, page iii, May 14). 

»’ June 17.—Mesers. Hanrons, Lrp,: Country Residence (see advertisement, page v, 
“April 16). 

_ Messrs. Weatueratt & Green, at the Mari: New Bond-street Property (seo adver- 
tisement, page iii, May 14). 


Freehold Ground-rent and 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 10. 
BAIN, JOHN, Karl's Court rd, Kensington June Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
BALDWYN, BERNARD EYRES, Mickleton, Glos Junel @& O New, as ee 





Freehold Estate and | 





BAMFORTH, ToM, Huddersfield May 21 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
BISHOP, JOHN, Bamfuriong, nr Cheltenham June18 Earengey, Cheltenham 
BRADLEY, CHARLES, Reading, Chemist June 25 Brain & Brain, Reading 
BRIGG:, THOMAS, Cayton, Yorks, Farrier July1 Kay, York 
BULLIVANT, LLIAM PELHAM, Bayswater hill July 1 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
COWEN. WILLIAM, Greenwich June 30 Spencer & Arnold, Greenwich 
| DoBB, GEORGE JOHN. Truro May 25 Hancock, Truro 
DRAYSON, RICHAKD JAMES, Gravesend May 27 Hatten & Co, Gravesend 
ELSWORTHY, WILLIAM HOPE, Elsham rd, Kensington Junel Beattie, Bedford row 
EpDpISsON, THOMAS, Leeds, Wire Brim Manufacturer June 11 Wilkinson. Leeds 
FINCH, HENRY, Linslade, Bucks, JP, Wine Merchant June4 Attree & Co, Raymond 
bidgs, Gray's inn 
FORD, MARY, Pencarrow, Cornwall June 30 Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd, Gray's inn 
FRISBY, ADELAIDE, Carlisle mans June 10 Kearsey & Co, Cannon st 
GAINSFORD, GEORGE, Brighton Juneé Pollard, Brighton 
ees ~~ Burnt Tree, Dudley, Worcester June 1 Hooper & Fairbairn, 
udley 
GouGH, MARY JANE, Yardley, W orcester June18 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 
GREEN, JOaN, Balby, nr Doncaster Junel Baxter & Co, Doncaster 
HALPIN, AMELIA MARY, Warwick gdns, Kensington June 13 Hepworth & Co, South 
pl, Finsbury 
FHLAWKINS, SARAH CHARLOTTE, Ryde, of W June5d Fardells, Ryde, I of W 
Haworra, MARY, Isleworth June 24 Archer & Co, Stocktonon Lees 
| HEYWARD, Mary Noswortay, Totterdown, Bristol June16 Miller & Co, Bristol 
JENKINS, SARAH JANE STUDLEY, North Petherton, Somerset Mayl7 Meade-King & 
Sons, Bristol 
KENSINGTON, Rt Hon GRACE BLIZABETH Dowager Lady, Chester st June17 Tatham 
& Procter, Lincoln's inn fields 
LINDSAY, WILUIAM, Old Trafford, nr Manchester June18 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
Lock, JOHN, Wrackleford, Dorset, Dairyman June 14 Lock & Co, Dorchester 
LONG, JOHN ROBERT, Birmingham, Fruit Salesman June 3 Rickerby, Cheltenham 
Lucas, JOHN, Gravesend June7 Hatten & Co, Gravesend 
LUSK, Dame ELIZA, Sussex sq, Hyde Park June5 Gush & Co, Finsbury eircus 
MADDIN, CHARLES JAMES, Tooting Junell Meaby & Co, Dowgate hill 
MADDIN, MILDRED, Graham st, Islington Jane 20 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn 
circus 
MEEGAN, ANN, Leeds June ll Wilkinson, Leeds 
MEEGAN, JAMES, Leeds, Licensed Victualler June 1l Wilkinson, Leeds 
METTAM, ROBERT, Southey, nr Sheffield, Farmer May 21 Watson & Co, Sheffield 
MILLARD, CHARLES, Cambridge, Farmer May 25 Wootten, Cambridge 
MOLY, JAMES, Charmouth, Dorset June 7 Forward & Sons, Axminst r, Devon 
ORD, ELIZABETH DIXON, Bengeo, Herts May 31 Dixon & Barkrr, Sunderland 
PEAKE, WILLIAM ADAMs, Hanford, Staffs, Brick Manufacturer June 14 T & E Slaney, 
Newce stle, Staffs 
Proctor, HENRY, Stockton on Tees, Clerk June 30 Newby & Co, Stockton on Tees 
RICE, FREDERICK JOHN, Exeter, Ironmongers June 12 KT & H Campion, Exeter 
ROBINSON, JANE, Old Coundon, nr Bishop Auckland May 31 Bo vth & Wood, Bishop 
Auckland 
ROBINSON, Col Sir RICHARD HARCOURT, Harley gdns, Kensington June 13 White & 
Co, White shall pl 
ROTHWELL, LIONEL CONINGSBY, Tottington, Lancs, Cotton Waste Bleacher June 18 
| Watson & Chell, Bury 
| SHELDON, GEorGE HENRY, Erdington, Warwick June 6 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 
| STEWART, ISABEL, Addison rd, Kevsington June 15 Baker & Co, Cannon st 
STEWART, MARGARET, Addison rd, Kensington June 15 Baker & Co, Cannon st 
| TAYLOR, JOHN, Stretford, nr Manchester May 20 Smith & Sons, Hyde. Cheshire 
| LOWNSEND, CAROLINE MARTHA, Clifton, Bristol June 16 A G&N G Heaven, Bristol 
| TYSON, WILLIAM WHITRIDGE, Butterton, Staffs Jane 14 T & E Slaney, Newcastle 
WALKER, WILLIAM, Stainburn, nr Otley, Yorks, Farmer Junel Render, Harrogate 
WARD, FREDERICK, "Whitcharch, Oxford, Baker June 4 Ratcliffe, Reading 
| WHEELER, SAMUEL, Hampstead June 30 James & C o, Wrexham 
| WILD, GEORGE, Wolverhampton Junell Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 
| WILKES, SARAH ANN, Brailes, Warwick June2 Hancock & Co, Shipston on Stour 
WINCKWORTH, CAROLINE, Tunbridge Wells June 15 Monier-Williams & Co, Great 
Lower st 
Woop, RICHARD HENRY, Sidmouth, JP, DL Junel Seabroke & Son, Rugby 





London Gazette.—Fripay, May 13. 


ALEXANDER, Paitapetruia, Sandown, I of W June13 Beckingsale, Sandown, I of W 

BEAUMONT, JOHN Percivat, Affcot Manor, nr Chucch Stretton, Salop, Farmec June 14 
Marshall & Liddle, Croydon 

Brpsorouau, Freperick CHarLes, Windsor, Butcher’s Assistant June 30 Mercer, Bed- 
ford row 

Bake, ANpgew, Cheam Common, Farmer June 30 Barnard & Taylor, Lincolo’s inn 
tields 

BonGiovanni, Guiserre, Wells st, Oxford st, Wine Merchant June 24 Edwards & Co, 

| Sackville st, Piccadilly 

| Bontoy, Caarves, Snaresbrook June 11 Ashbridge, Fenchurch st 

| Boynton, WILLIAM, Snaresbrook Junell Ashbridge, Fenchurch st 

Brapvey, Coarvies, Reading, Chemist June 25 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Brown, Lavinia, Camden rd, Holloway June2t Boulton & Co, Northampton sj 

Bruce, Micuag., Caterham, Surrey June 24 Turner & Evans, Walbrook 

Bureess, James Foster, Leicester June 13 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Cuarer, Grorce WILLIAM, Anstey, nr Buntingford, Herts, Vet Surgeon June15 Hales, 
Clifford's inn 

Coorrr, James, Dormans Land, Lingfield, Fruit Grower June 14 Pearless & Co, East 
Grins 

CornrortH, Saran, Manchcster May 31 Hall & Co, Manchester 














THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARAN 
FUND, LIMITED, 


22, 


BMIOORGATSE SrRaaT, LOonNDpDom, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— 


LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL 


pwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ano supervision of the Corporation. 


LICENSING MATTERS. 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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INSURANCE 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, 


BON DS—The Directors desire to specially draw the 
Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice, 


Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. 
Workmen’s Compensation, inciuding Domestic Servants. 











SOCIETY Lr, 
London, W.C. 


attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 


Burglary. ; Fidelity Guarantee. 


hird Party & Plate Giass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq., J.P., Chairman (Johnsons, Long & Raymond-Barker), Lincoln's Inn. 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esgq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Esq., Albert Road, Regent's Park. 

H. D, BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford 


Row. 
F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq., (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
Cc, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
W. A. T. HALLOWES, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
EDWIN HART, Esq. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 
E. CARLETON HOLMES, Esq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
DILLON R. L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Pattereon & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 
Westminster. 

WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 

RONALD PEAKE, Fsq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq, (Morrell, Son & Peel), Oxford. 

RICHARD PENNINGTON, Esq., J.P. (Pennington & Son), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

THOMAS RAWLE. Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. _ 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertong), Linco)n’s Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 

R. W. TWEEDIE,*Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street, 





E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 
E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on Its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, is able to offer 
special facilities to Solicitors for the transaction of Insurance business on the most favourable terms, whilst it enjoys the highest reputation for prompt 
and liberal settiement of claims. Prospectuses and Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, The business of the Society 
is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security offered cannot be surpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 











Davis, Wittram, Fernwood, nr Dallington, Northampton June 14 Davis, Northampton 
Davy, Mary Epitu Parris, Worthing June 10 saxcon & Morgan, Somerset st, Port- 


man 

Docertt, nm, Lower Clapton, Clerk June 13 Bastard & Co, Salters Hall ct, Can- 
non st 

Dymock, Horace Wa rer, Glenfield, Leicester, Brewer June 30 Simpson, Leicester 

Eve, Mary Ann, Bath June 30 Stone & Co, Bath 

Ferrizs, Jouy, Fouberts pl, Regent st, Watchmaker June18 Jones & Co, Fleet st 

Gipson, Georce Farperick Howakgp, Crumpsail, Manchester June 24 Hankinson & 
Son, Manchester ' 

Goopati, Jostan, Liversedge, York, Butcher May 24 Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 

GREENWELL, Dororuy, Middleton St George, Darham June 20 Ellis, Sunderland 

GREENWELL, Mary Jane, Sunderland June 20 Eliis, Sunderland 

Grernwoop, Isaac Banxs, Golear, nr Huddersfield May 31 Sykes, Hudiersfield 

Hauurrax, Anniz Pau.ine Ocravia, Tunbridge Wells Juneé ‘lrower & Co, New sq 

Hat, Marcaret Bernarpine, Hampstead Heath June 24 Field & Sons, Leamington 

Heatucotge, Magiz O.ymre, Hereford sq, South Kensington June 30 Sladen & Wing, 
Queen Anne’s gate 

Hitron, James Foorp, Ore, Sussex June 28 Gadsden & Pennefather, Bedford row 

Horst, Frank, Drapers gdns, Stock Dealer July 31 Rawle & Co, Bedford row 

Kirptna, Coarues, Woodford, Essex, Fruiterer June 24 Carr & Co, Rooi In 

Kyicat, Wriviam, Cuckfield, Sussex, Farmer June 14 Pearless & Co, East Grinstead 

Lovepay, Henry Josera, Trafalgar rd, Strawberry Hill June 9 Leighton & Savory, 
Clements inn, Strand 

Lumiey, SaraGu Janez, Tynemouth Junel4 Hoyle & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 

Mackenzig, James, Waterloo, Lancs Junel4 Rudd, Liverpool 

Mac.eop, Fanmsy Kenpaut, Bournemouth June 24 Pemberton & Co, New court, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Mavuwp, Saran, Sandown,I of W June13 Beckingsale, Sandown, I of W 

Moon, Epwix, Hampsthwaite, Yorks, Bookkeeper June 15 Topham, Harrogate 

Mvyerscouen, James Epwarp, Manchester, Wholesale Pork Butcher May 25 Chapman 
& Brooks, Manchester 

Nasu, Louisa Evizaseta Dinan, Walnut Tree walk, Kennington June 14 Woodroffe, 





Nasu, Wituram, Walnut Tree walk, Kennington June 14 Woodroffes & Ashby, Gt 


Dover st 

Parkinson, StepuHen Craca, Preston, Lancs, Drysalter’s Traveller May 23 Oakey, 
Preston 

Pinper, Henry, South Cave, Yorks, Farmer June 12 Burland & Macturk, South 
Cave, SO 


Rep, Cuaries, MB, CM, Swindon May 28 Bradford & Co, Swindon 

Rics, Frances, Clarence rd, Kentish Town June 30 Jennings, Kentish Towa rd 

Ricuarvs, Jonny Cuanow, Newlyn, Paul, Cornwall, Fisherman June 14 Harvey, 
Penzance ; 

Rosinsox, Wittiam, Stockton on Tees, Contractor June 11 Thomas & Malkin, 
Stockton on Tees 

Rowe.i, Rozerr, Newcastle on Tyne June 30 Armstrong & Sons, Newcastle on Tyne 

Smiru, Georcz, Wrekenton, Durham June 17 Dickinson & Turnbull, Newcastle on 
Tyne , ' 

SrapLeton, James, Aytoun rd, Stockwell June 15 Kendall & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Sreev, Cuarves, Sheffield, Hants June 9 Cooper & Bake, Portman st 

Tenpros, Freperick, Bishops Down, Tuubridge Wells June 13 Francis & Crookenden, 
New sq, Lincoin’s inn 

Tuomas, Susay, Landore, Swansea June 4 James, Swansea 

Taoms, Many Jane, Stoke,Devonport Augil Graves, Plymouth ‘ 

Tuoasurn, Joun, Newcastle on Tyne, Cual Fitter June 30 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle 
on Tyne 

Tuttox, Tuzoposta Mary, Bath June 30 Stone &,Co, Bath 

Ursoy, Jou, 8t Leonardson Sea June 21 Morgan, Hastings 

Wacker, Jenny, Stockport June18 Whitworth, Ashton under Lyne 

Wacrenr, Agruur Fraser, JP, Bearwood, Berks June 30 Soames & Co, Norfolk st, 
Strand 

Warp, Susay, St Andrews, Bristol June 15 Atchieys, Bristol 

Warren, Taomas, Banbury, Oxford, Cab Proprietor Junei2 Bennett, Banbury 

Wipr, Roserra, Norwich June 21 Woolsey & Thorold, Norwich 

Weaicut, Exviza Feances, Ranskill, Notts June 11 Hudson, Doncaster 





Gt Dover st 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette,—Faipay, May 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Avpry, Witx1am, Burton on Trent, Coal Merchant Bur- 
ton on Trent Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

AppLesy, Grorar, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Baker Burton on 
Trent PetMay10 Ord May 10 

Barron, Leonarp, Hednesford, Staffs, Builder Walsall 
Pet May9 Ord May9 


Bayuey, Cuamces Humpneey, Lymm, Chester Warrington 


Pet April 22 Ord May 10 
Brairuwaire, Taomas SEPTimus, Askam in Furness, Lance, 
Labourer Barrow in Furness Pet May9 Ord May 9 


Brinson, Ivor Gorge, Treharris, Accountant Merthyr | 


Tydfil Pet April2z Ord May 9 
Broox, Mary, Holmfirth, nr Hudderafield, Greengrocer 
Huddersfield Pet May 9 Ord May 9 


Brows, ALFRED Ernest, Liscard, Auctioneer Liverpool 


Pet April 7 Pet May 10 








Capoaan, Geraip, Cadogan pl High Court Pet Mar 17 
Ord May 10 

Cuorrpen, Heupert Srepurx, Newport, Essex, Motor 
Engineer Cambridge Pet May2 Ord May 9 

Crakk, Abert Henry, Walthamstow High Uourt Pet 
April 26 Ord May 10 

Evans, Witt1am Henry, Birmingham, Confectioner 
Birmingham Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Fixiinsoxy, Percy 8, Scarborough Huddersfield Pet 
April7 Ord May 9 

Fretrsome, Joun Witiiam, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Fry, “_~ Hewry, Exeter, Butcher Exeter Pet May 9 

M 


ay 9 
GARMENT, ascese E, Harrow, Confectioner St) Albans 
Pet May 31 Ord May 11 } 
Gazzarp, WiLuiam, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Beerhouse | 
Keeper Gloucester Pet May10 Ord May 10 
Hicuker, WituiaM Hargoxp, Purley, Tailor Croydon Pet | 
May7 Ord May7 
Hopesow, Wicitam, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Pumpman ino Coi- | 
liery Neath Pet May 11 Ord May 11 l 


| Waicut, Henry Sutra Farnham June 10 Tucker & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 


Hooxer, Atraep, Rainham, Essex, Harness Maker 
Chelmsford Ord May 9 : 
Hooxway, Lemugt Epwarp Drakefieldrd, Upper Tooting, 
Builder High Court PetMay 10 Ord May 10 
Howat, Artuur WILu14M, Southsea, Tailor Portsmouth 
Pet April 23 Ord May 6 ; 
Jerrerson, Ropert Pickerinc, Hove, Sussex, Medical 
Practitioner Brighton Pet May 11 Ord May ll 
Kxerey, Avsert, Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich Pet May 9 
Ord May 9 

Lacon, Sir Epwarp B, Ebury st, Westminster High 
Court Pet Feb19 Ord May 11 

Lirrie, Witt1am Restect, Palliser ct, Baron’s ct, Wine 
Merchant Hight Court Pet April 16 Ord May 11 

Liewe.tyn, Caagves, Barry Dock, Glam, Tailor Cardiff 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 

MoMorray, Witiram Epwix, Teddington, China Dealer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Marueson, Fanguaark Wituian, Cerrigllwydon, Pontrhy- 
dyfen, nr Aberavon, Glam, Physician Neath Pet 
Mayll Ord Mayli 


— 


i 
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Mma Catford, Baker Greenwich Pet Apml8 Ord 
May 1 

Mortry, Groror Hussupe, 
Pet May9 Ord May 

Natrsa, Pp Blandford, ’ Baker Dorchester Pet May 9 
Ord May 9 

Newson, Rosert Wiiwtam, Lowestoft, Talking Machine 
Dealer Great Yarmouth Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Nortn, Samvet, Eccleshill, Bradford, Wheelwright Brad- 
ford Pet May 19 Ord May 10 

Pairs, ArTHUR Reoinatp Trevetyan, West Norwood 
High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord May 11 

Ranpe.t, Heyry Arnoutp, Mark In, Malt Roaster High 
Court Pet Dec9 Ord May 11 

Roserts, Mowtacusr Gorpox, Westbury | Trym, 
Tailor Bristol Pet May4 Ord May 1 

Rocers, Joun Simms, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Roaers,Ouives, Bath, Jeweller Bristol Pet May9 Ord 
May 9 

Sica, Harotp Armytace Taomas, Pandora rd, 
Hampstead, Optician High Court Pet May 11 
May 11 

Situ, Tos Apert, Moseley, mT Contractor Bir- 
mingham Pet May 11 Ord May 1 

Syevt, Freperick Heaseer, Torpomat, Cornwall, Builder 
Plymouth Pet April27 Ord May 10 

Srorr, Witt1am Henny, Seaton Carew, Durham, Labourer 
Sunderland Pet May 7 Ord May7 

Van pe Water. Leorotp Lronce Encarp, Mannamead, 
Plymouth Plymouth Pet April 29 Ord May 11 

Wa sks, Conrap, Cheapside, Silk Manufacturer s Agent 
High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Wittians, James, Poole, Dorset, Builder 
May 11 Ord May 11 

Woasry, Hervert, Handsworth, 
ham Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

Waricut, Tuomas, Joserun Wrieut, and Frev Waient, 
Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturers Derby Pet 
May10 Ord May 10 


Doncaster, Grocer Sheffield 


Bristol, 


West 
Ord 


Poole Pet 


Staffs, Clerk Birming- 


FIRST MEETINGS, 

Capoaan, Grrap, Cadogan pl May 26 at 11 
bldgs, Carey st 

Cuaries, Grorer, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Collier 

3 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Criark, ALBERT Henry, althamstow May 26 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Davey, WiLLIam, Roadwater, Old Cleeve, Somerset, Saddler 
May 21 at 1.15 10, Hammet st, Taunton 

ENTWISTLE, Wituiam Tuomas, Accrington, Tobacconist 
May 24 at11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Faupine, Anrtuurk Epwiy, Mexborough, York, Builder 
May 26 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree ln, sheffield 

Faetrsome, Joun Witutam, Leicester, Grocer May 23 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Fay, James Henry, Exeter, Butcher May 26 at 10.30 
Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Hiturker, Wituiam Harowp, Purley, Surrey, Tailor 
23 at 2.80 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Hitcucock, Tuomas Henry, Dudley, Worcester, Egg 
Merchant May 23at11 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

Hooker, Atrrep, Rainham, Essex, Harness Maker May 
27 at 3 14, Bedford row 

Hooxway, Lemven Epwarp, Upper Tooting, Builder May 
24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lacon, Sir Evwarp B, Ebury st May 24 at1 
bldgs, Carcy st 

Lirrie, Wittiam Pesrect, Palliser ct, Barcns ci, Wine 
Merchant May 25at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Muserave, Epwarp, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glam, Con- 
tractor May25at12 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Newson, Ropert Witiiam, Lowestoft, Talking Machine 
Dealer May 21 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Nortu, Saver, Eccleshill, Bradford, Wheelwright May 
23 atll off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Ostier, Harry, East Retford, Notts, Baker 
12.30 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Purturs, Agtuus Ree@inaLp TREV&LYAN, 
West Norwood June 1 at 12 
Carey st 

Pocock, James, Finsbury rd, Wood Green, Builder 
26 at12 14, Bedford row 

Purves, Tuomas, West Bromwich, Grocer May 24 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

QuanTRILL, W, Winchmore hill, Boot Maker May 25 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

Ranpevt, Henry Arnoup, Mark In, Malt Roaster 
lat1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rogers, Oriver, Bath, Jeweller May 25 at 12.15 
Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Sanpers, Harotp Armytace Txomas, Pandora rd, West 
Hampstead, Optician May 23 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Simmons, Mattuew, Pendleton, Salford, Builder May 25 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SineLeton, ALFRED JouN, Clifton, Bristol, Artists’ Colour- 
man May 25 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Siares, Samvuzt, Bolton, Fitter May 25at3 
st, Bolton 

Saitu, Tom Atpert, Moseley, Worcester, Building Con- 
tractor May 26 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
tion st, Birmingham 

Srort, WitLiaM Henny, Seaton Carew, Durham, Labourer 
May 25 at 3.30 Grand Hotel, West Hartle 

Tatiowin, Wittiam Artruur, Buxton, Norfolk, 
May 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Tunnxcuirv, Joseru, Dkeston, Butcher May 2latil Off 
Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

vas, Gronor, Lincoln, Fruiterer May 26 at 12 

0, Bank st, Lincoln 

Weaten coo Cheapside, Silk Manufacturer’s Agent 
May 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wituiamson, Heyy, Barling, Essex June lat 2 Shire- 
hall. Chelmsford 

Wits, 8 Day Overton, Abbey Park, Keynsham, Somer- 
set May 25at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Bankruptcy 


May 25 at 


Off 
May 


Bankruptcy 


May 26 at 


Casewick rd, 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 


May 


June 


ofr 


19, Exchange 


Butcher 


Off 





Woop, Wittiam Jonx, Bedminster, Bristol, Builder 
May 25 at 11.30 Off "Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Worsey, Hersert, Handsworth, Clerk May 24 at 11.30 
Ruskin chmpbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmtmgham 


Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of May 6 : 


Parrersox, WituiAm, Sunderland, Grocer May 24 at 3.30 
Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland . 
Stupson, WittiAM Henry, May 23 at 11.30 Off 
ec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Warp. J, Walthamstow, Clothier May26at1 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 


Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of May 10: 


Co.ittss, Louis Graystrox, Whitchurch, Glam, Oil Mer 
chant’s Manager May 25 at 11 Off Rec, 117, St Mary 
st, Cardiff 

Festiman, JonN Witttam, West Hartlepool, Coal Merchant 
May Mati Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Frank, Geonce, Scarborough, Baker May 23 at 4.30 Off 
Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Goopwiy, Harry, Maidstone, Contractor May 24 at 11.30 
9, King st, Maidstone 

Inpitsox, Hannan, Leeds, Furniture Remover May 23 at 
12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Juvrery, Epcar Tuomas, East Farleigh, Kent, Builder 
May 24 at 11 9, Kine st, Maidstone 

Law, Day, Stanningley, Yorks, Carting Agent May 23 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

PursEy, Tom, Billington, Yorks, Innkeeper May 23 at 4 
Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Warpmay, Witwie, Bradford, Butcher May 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Appry, Wittiasm, Burton on Trent, Coal Merchant 
Burton on Trent Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Apriesy, Groncr, Uttoxeter, Baker Burtonon Trent Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Barroy, Uzonarp, Hednesford, Walsall 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

Braitawatte, Tuomas Septimus, Askam in Furness. Lancs, 
Labourer Barrowin Furness Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

Broox, Mary, Holmfirth, nr Hndderetel, Greengrocer 
Huddersfield Pet May9 Ord 5 

Browy, 
monger 

Brurorp, Ernest H, Maxwell rd, Nort 
Pet April 7 Ord May 9 

Carter, Witu1am Hewry, Pill, Somerset, Grocer 
Court Pet Feb21 Ord May 10 

Cuoprey, Hersert Sreruen, 
Engineer Cambridge Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Duranty, CHARLES ALEXANDER Farperick, Harlow, Essex, 
Dairy Farmer Hertford Pet Feb19 Ord May 4 

Evans, Witt1am Henry, Vauxhall, Birmingham, Confec- 
tioner Birmingham Pet May 10 Ord May 11 

Fretrsome, Jon~x Wiiw1am, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Frienp, WiILtiaM 5 saa 
Pet Aprill13 Ord May 9 


Staffs, Builder 


High 


Fry, James Hevry, Exeter, Butcher Exeter Pet May 9 


Ord May 9 

Gazzarp, Wittiam, Wetton under Edge, Glos, Becshowes | 
Keeper Gloucester Pet May 10 Ord May 

Goopwis, Harry, Maidstone, Contractor aces Pet | 
April 21 Ord May 10 


Ernest CHARLES, Kismston” pf Thames, Fish- | 
Kingston, Surrey Pet a 18 Ord Mayé6 | 
wood High Court 


Newport, —«, Motor 


Watling st Wigh Court 
] 


Hayy, CHasves, yay Dorset, Builder Dorchester 
Pet Aprill4 Ord May 9 


Hiviixer, WILiLiam or ae Surrey, Tailor Croy- 
don Pet May7 Ord May 7 
Hovesos, Wiiw1am, Blae fi, Glam, Pumpman ig 
Colliery Neath Pet 11 Ord May u 
Hooxway, Lemugst Epwarp, Drakefield rd, Upper Tooting 
Builder High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 i 
| Jerrerson, Rosert Pickertna, Hove, Sussex, Medical 
Practitioner Brighton Pet May1l1 Ord May 1 
Keevey, Auseat, Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich Pet May 9 
Ord May 9 
LLEWELLYN, CHABLES, money Dock, Glam, Tailor Cardift 
Pet May 9 Ord May 
MocMorsan, WILLIAM lll Teddington, _ Dealer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May 11 Ord May 
Marks, Hersert Tristmay, Adolphus rd, Phin Park, 
ae Engineer High Court Pet Mar ll Ord 
ay 9 
Martuesoy, Farquuar, Cerrigllwydon, Pontrhydyfen, nr 
Aberavon, Giam, Physician Neath Pet May 11 Ord 
May 11 
Shenae. GrorGe oy Doncaster, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet May 9 Ord May 
Natsu, Hagry. Biandfocd. Baker Dorchester Pet May9 
Ord May 9 
Newson, Rosert Wituiam, Lowestoft, Talking Machine 
| Dealer Great Yarmouth Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Nortn, Samu, Eccleshill, Bradford, Wheelwright Brad. 
} ford Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
| Patoreav, Louis St Jutizex, Wroxham, Norfolk High 
Court Pet Oct22 Ord May 11 
| Rocers, Jonn Simms, Luton, ye Hat Manufacturer 
Luton PetMay9 Ord May 9 
Roveaxe, CHarirs Josern, Manchester, Paper Stock 
Merchant Manchester Pet April14 Ord May 9 
| Rocers, Oxiver, Bath, Jeweller Bristol Pet May9 On 
May 10 
| Sanpers, Harotp Armytace Taomas, Pandora rd, West 
a Optician High Court Pet May 11 Ord 
May 
Suave, ‘i Blaina, Jeweller 
Ord May 10 
Saurrs, Tom Avsert, Moseley, Worcester, Building Con- 
tractor Birmingham Pet May 11 Ord May ll 
Srorr, Wittiam Henay, Seaton Carew, Durham, Labourer 
Sunderland Pet May 7 Ord May 7 
Taytok, Arruur, Thornton Heath, Keeper of General 
Stores Croydon Pet May6 Ord May 9 
Tuomas, Tuomas Curistmas, Beaumont x, Mile End rd, 
Dairyman High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord May 11 
Wicitams, James, Poole, Dorset, Builder Poole Pet May 
1L Ord May 11 
Witts, S Day Overton, Keynsham, Somerset Bristul 
Pet April 8 Ord May 11 
Worsey, Herseet, Handsworth, Manufacturer's 
Birmingham Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Wricnt, Tomas, Josrpa Waicur, and Frep| Waicar, 


Long Eaton, Lace Manufacturers Derby Pet May 
10 Ord May 10 


Amended Notice substituted for that pases in the 
London Gazette of April 1 
Gower, Amos CHar.es, Tring, Herts, Licensed Hawker 
Aylesbury Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED 


| Mackrrera. Tuomas, Preston, Lancs, Overlooker Bolton 
Adjud Nov 19, 1909 Annul April 13, 1910 
Forp, Exiza Kare, Blandford, Dorset, Draper Dorchester 
| Adj ud Mar18 Annul May 6 


Tredegar Pet Aprii2 


Clerk 





LIEE 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 
PURCHASED. 


Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 





Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 


BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
32, Moorgate Street, E.C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.-1.4., Manager and Actuary. 


Assets : 
£6,500,000 
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